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ABSTRACT 
SELF-IMAGE CONGRUENCE WITH COMMUNICATION CHANNELS 
AND ITS IMPACT ON REWARD PROGRAM LOYALTY 
by 
Orie Berezan 
Dr. Carola Raab, Committee Chair 
Associate Professor of Hotel Administration 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 
 Loyalty programs have become products in and of themselves.  They need to 
maintain member loyalty in order to survive.  It is proposed that communication has a 
larger impact on program loyalty than previously thought. This study utilizes structural 
equation modeling (SEM) to evaluate the influence of communication typologies and 
dimensions on hotel reward program loyalty via self-image congruence, service quality, 
satisfaction, and trust.   Moreover, this dissertation presents a communication identity 
model, which focuses on promoting hotel reward program loyalty via self-congruence 
with communication channels. 
Newly discovered significant paths were found between: communication style 
and self-congruence with communication channels; self-congruence with communication 
channels and information quality; and finally, information quality and satisfaction.  The 
impact of different communication channels on antecedents of loyalty yielded some 
unexpected results, namely that social media was less relevant to participants than 
company websites and interpersonal communication.  The results suggest that loyalty 
programs must consider the impact of communication style on satisfaction and ultimately 
program loyalty.  In addition, it was found that fostering member self-congruence with 
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communication channels through ‘communication identity management’ may be crucial 
to attaining the sense of community that is vital to membership loyalty.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The hospitality industry is in a more competitive state than ever, resulting in many 
companies struggling to increase market share.  Customers now have extensive 
alternatives from which to choose, as well as exhaustive sources of information from 
which to base their purchase decisions (Berthon, Holbrook, & Hulbert, 2000).  
Companies employ marketing strategies such as discounting prices, running promotional 
campaigns, and increasing distribution channels in order to acquire new customers.  
However, marketers now realize that these tactics are often not sufficient to survive in 
today’s aggressive business environment.   
Customer loyalty has become a major source of competitive advantage for many 
businesses.  Companies no longer rely on merely being “product-centric” and strive to 
become more “customer-centric” by incorporating various customer relationship 
management systems and focusing on customer-attentive business approaches.  Loyalty 
programs are implemented by companies to reward valuable customers, to generate 
information in order to better understand and serve the customer, to manipulate consumer 
behavior, and to defend against the competition (O’Malley, 1998).  Ultimately, these 
programs pursue value-added, interactive, and long-term focused relationships by 
identifying, maintaining, and increasing the purchase behavior of the best customers 
(Mayer-Waarden, 2008).   
Loyalty programs have two main goals: 1) to increase sales revenues by 
increasing purchase levels; and 2) to maintain the current customer base by strengthening 
the bond between the customer and the brand.  Companies benefit by achieving either or 
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both of these goals (Uncles, Dowling, & Hammond, 2003).  Almost every business offers 
some form of a loyalty program, and companies face increased competition by the 
growing number of loyalty cards (McCall & Voorhees, 2010).  In fact, two billion dollars 
are spent annually on loyalty programs in the United States (Ott, 2011). 
Hospitality businesses recognize the fact that keeping their customer base is just 
as important as creating new ones, and loyalty marketing has become vital to success in 
the service industry. (Lam, Shanker, Erramilli, & Murthy, 2004; Shoemaker & Lewis, 
1999).  As a result, many hospitality companies, particularly in the hotel sector, now 
employ loyalty and rewards programs to increase business by attracting, retaining, and 
enhancing relationships with their most valuable customers (Bolton, 1998; Olsen, Chung, 
Graf, Lee, & Madanoglu, 2005).  Furthermore, online travel agencies (OTAs), or third 
party providers of hotel reservations, (e.g., Expedia or Travelocity) are now infiltrating 
the loyalty game by implementing their own programs.  For example, Hotels.com 
recently introduced “Welcome Rewards”, which rewards members with one free night for 
every 10 nights booked.  This is an attempt to offset the common strategy of hotel 
programs not recognizing third party bookings for reward benefits in order to lure 
customers to book directly through the hotel company’s reservation channels. 
A loyal customer base can reduce customer acquisition costs and increase revenue, 
ultimately resulting in greater profitability (Lam et al., 2004).  A plethora of studies have 
shown that existing patrons tend to re-patronize the property more frequently, and their 
total amount spent per visit increases as the number of visits increases.  Additionally, 
loyal customers bring in new customers through positive word-of-mouth and referrals, 
reducing the need for advertising (Haywood, 1988; Kandampully, 1998; Lee, Graefe, & 
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Burns, 2008; McAlexander, Kim, & Roberts, 2003; Reichheld & Sasser, 1990; Rundle-
Thiele & Mackay, 2001).  Petrick (2004) suggested that loyal customers are more than 
just an immediate economic source; they can also act as information channels that 
casually connect companies to potential customers such as their friends, relatives, and 
colleagues.  
Although a recent study suggests that loyalty programs are only effective at 
gaining the loyalty of a small portion of the customer base (Ott, 2011), this small portion 
(1% of customers at the top of the pyramid) generates as much profit as 50% of the rest 
of the customer base (Forte, 2011).  Loyalty programs should therefore focus on the top 
1% of customers, as they offer the greatest potential for revenue.  There is some 
disagreement as to whether these programs are effective in increasing loyalty and return 
on investment, primarily because, although revenues are monitored, costs are often not 
considered.  Despite this, most major hotel groups have implemented loyalty programs 
and will be forced to continue to do so unless the entire industry drops such strategies (Ni, 
Chan, & Shum, 2011). 
Loyalty programs, also known as rewards programs or frequency programs, are 
popular marketing relationship strategies developed to increase customer loyalty.  The 
literature emphasizes the difference between frequency and loyalty programs.  The goal 
of frequency programs is to build repeat business, whereas the objective of loyalty 
programs is to build emotional brand attachment (Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999).  It is this 
emotional bond-affective commitment that most impacts guest perception (Matilla, 2006).  
However, the question remains how to create this bond most effectively. 
Loyalty programs are “structured marketing efforts which reward, and therefore 
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encourage, loyalty behavior: behavior which is, hopefully, of benefit to the firm” (Sharp 
& Sharp, 1997, p. 474).  They serve as strategic tools to discriminate and individualize 
the marketing mix by utilizing customer behavior information often recorded by loyalty 
cards (Shapiro & Varian, 2000).  They ultimately enable firms to create a relationship 
that is based on interactivity and individualization, accompanied by personalized direct 
marketing techniques and communication.  Loyalty programs are often considered to be 
defensive marketing, with a focus on customer retention and increasing customer 
spending rather than on attracting new customers.  Additionally, some companies 
develop loyalty programs solely because the competition has done so (O’Malley, 1998).  
The fundamental idea of loyalty programs is to encourage repeat purchase by 
rewarding customers and providing targeted activity levels at which various benefits can 
be achieved (O’Malley, 1998).  However, no matter the incentive offered by a loyalty 
program to stimulate purchase behavior, purchase decisions are impacted by the 
perceived utility of the reward versus the costs involved (Mayer-Waarden, 2008).  
Rewards types are either monetary-based or special treatment-based.  Monetary-based 
rewards (such as bonus points and discount vouchers), offer utilitarian benefits (Furinto, 
Pawitra, & Balqiah, 2009).  Special treatment-based rewards, on the other hand, offer 
hedonic benefits and are intended to influence customers’ attitudinal attachments to the 
brand, such as trust and assurance (Furinto et al., 2009).  Verhoef (2003) suggests that 
monetary-based rewards are most preferred by customers, and McCall and Voorhees 
(2010) found that special treatment-based rewards had limited impact on relationship 
quality.  Ultimately, these programs pursue value-added, interactive, and long-term 
focused relationships by identifying, maintaining, and increasing the output of the best 
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customers (Mayer-Waarden, 2008).   
Loyalty programs are implemented by companies to reward valuable customers, 
to generate information in order to better understand and serve the customer, to 
manipulate consumer behavior, and to defend against the competition (O’Malley, 1998).  
On the other hand, consumers join loyalty programs just because they like to get 
something for nothing (Dowling & Uncles, 1997).   
Tiered programs are effective because they provide members with a sense of 
identity and fit, which can enhance a customer’s commitment level to the brand and the 
program (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000).  Tiered programs allow companies to segment 
customers based on behavior, thereby more effectively providing differentiated rewards 
(Rigby & Ledingham, 2004).  In addition to being segmented according to their value to 
the company, loyalty program members are also segmented based on their personal 
values.  Performance outcomes are expected to vary between and within segments 
(Palmer & Mahoney, 2005).  Segmentation allows businesses to understand their 
customers more deeply and to develop marketing strategies to improve profitability 
(Foedermayr & Diamantopoulos, 2008).  Effective segmentation can increase the 
effectiveness of loyalty programs by targeting successfully, meeting customers’ wants 
and needs, and improving customer retention.  Companies however must recognize the 
importance of tracking customers’ movement among segments because customer 
behavior is dynamic (Badgett & Stone, 2005; So & Morrison, 2004).  
Loyalty programs provide both psychological and economic value to program 
members.  Earning rewards gives consumers a sense of appreciation and recognition.  
This psychological experience increases the transaction utility of a purchase and the 
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likelihood of continuing the relationship (Lemon, White, & Winer, 2002).  Furthermore, 
it increases the overall value perception of staying in the relationship by feeling important 
(Bitner, 1995).  An additional psychological benefit of loyalty programs includes the 
opportunity to indulge in guilt-free luxuries (Liu, 2007).  Economic value is provided by 
the rewards that are offered to members for repeat purchase behavior.  These rewards 
positively reinforce repeat purchase behavior and condition the customers to continue 
doing business with the company (Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995).  This study posits that both 
the psychological and economic value of such programs are impacted by communication 
channels and their dimensions. 
Despite the seemingly countless studies that discuss the positive consequences of 
loyal customers, negative consequences also exist.  Not all loyalty programs perform 
effectively (Barsky & Nash, 2006), and many companies struggle due to unsuccessful 
loyalty programs (Forte, 2011).  For example, operational problems and complicated 
operational procedures that affect loyalty program members’ ability to receive promised 
benefits result in negative customer attitudes (Gustafsson, Roos, & Edvardsson, 2004).  
Fournier, Dobscha, and Mick (1998) suggest that focusing on a company’s supposed best 
customers may result in other revenue-generating customers feeling disregarded and 
underappreciated.  Loyalty programs also have the potential to be perceived as unfair and 
discriminatory (Lacey & Sneath, 2006), causing frustration in members (Stauss, Schmidt, 
& Schoeler, 2005).  In fact, the past few years have seen numerous companies completely 
disbanding or redesigning their loyalty or rewards programs due to unsuccessful results 
(Keenan, 2007).  For instance, the globally successful Air Miles program lost $25 million 
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dollars and shut down after one year when it was introduced to the U.S. market (Forte, 
2011).  
Problem Statement 
Loyalty programs have become products in and of themselves.  Instead of merely 
making members loyal to the end product or service, loyalty programs themselves need to 
maintain member loyalty in order to survive.  In fact, many companies have spun off 
their loyalty programs to form independent revenue-generating entities.  Air Canada’s 
Aeroplan, for example, was worth more than 20 times the value of the airline itself in 
2009 (Jang, 2009).   
Why are some loyalty programs successful while others are not?  Just as 
customers are attracted to good products and turned off by bad ones, a well-designed and 
managed loyalty program can be effective at retaining its membership base.  What are the 
top drivers of engaging and activating loyalty program members? 
Although there is no consensus regarding the factors that actually determine 
loyalty (Agustin & Singh, 2005), some of the more frequently examined loyalty 
determinants in the hospitality literature include service quality, switching costs, value, 
satisfaction, commitment, communication, and trust (Wilkins, Merrilees, & Herington, 
2010).  Shoemaker’s Loyalty Circle (Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999), posits that maintaining 
loyalty requires an equal and continuous balance of three components: process, value, 
and communication.   
However, technological advances such as the Internet increasingly cause 
communication to play a more important role in the customer experience by advancing 
both company-created and consumer-created efforts.  As with traditional word of mouth, 
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electronic word of mouth (eWOM) has become a vital aspect of the marketing mix.  
Traditional antecedents of program loyalty should be re-evaluated considering both 
company-created and customer-created communication.  The importance of online travel 
forums as a conduit for consumers to share their experiences is ever-increasing, 
potentially overshadowing company-created communication efforts (Berezan, Raab, 
Tanford, & Kim, in press).   
Berezan et al. (in press) illustrate the importance of the communication 
dimensions of information quality and style: “[Brand] customer service agents have 
always been pleasant and friendly.  My concern has been the amount of incorrect 
information that were given out by these agents”, suggesting that positive communication 
alone is not sufficient.  Rather, a balance of information quality and style is required to 
foster the antecedents of loyalty.  Company-created and customer-created communication 
components emerged as core categories in the study.  The study’s netnographic content 
analysis found that both types of communication (and their dimensions of information 
quality and style) had a strong influence on the program experience of members.   
McCall and Vorhees (2010) stress the importance of future research to evaluate 
factors that “drive a sense of community in a program”, such as communication efforts.  
Online forums have the ability to both provide information and foster a sense of 
community among members by creating a social network.  Therefore, it is proposed that 
communication has a larger impact on program loyalty than previously thought for 
members of hotel loyalty programs.  No study has evaluated the relationship of company-
created and member-created communication (both electronic and personal) and its 
dimensions (information quality and communication style) on program loyalty.  This 
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study evaluated these aspects of communication as both antecedents and pre-antecedents 
of program loyalty. 
Connecting Communication to Loyalty Antecedents 
The established loyalty antecedents of self-image congruence, service quality, 
satisfaction, and trust were evaluated according to communication channel and 
communication dimension.  Communication channels examined include: company-
created electronic (website); company-created personal (employee interaction with 
members); customer-created electronic (eWOM); and customer-created personal 
(member interaction with friends, colleagues, and relatives).  The dimensions of 
communication that were evaluated are information quality and communication style.  
First, self-image congruence theory stresses that people will buy certain brands 
not just for utility, but to support or build their self-image (Sirgy, 1986).  Labrecque, 
Krishen, and Grzeskowiak, (2011) found that product knowledge (determined from 
information quality) and self-image congruence with the brand influence loyalty.  This 
study extended the concept to communication, proposing that self-image congruence with 
communication style is also related to program loyalty through service quality, trust, and 
satisfaction.  Next, because expectations and know-how information is set by 
communication efforts, the relationship between communication and service quality was 
examined based on both information quality and self-image congruence with 
communication style.  The impact of satisfaction on loyalty was evaluated both as a 
mediator of service quality and congruence with communication style.  Finally, the 
potential impact on program loyalty of congruence with communication style was 
examined, with trust as a mediating construct.  
 
 
10 
Purpose of the Study 
The rationale for this study is the lack of research available on aspects of 
communication and program loyalty.  Although communication channels such as social 
media are said to enhance a sense of community, and thereby impact loyalty, there is a 
need for academic empirical research in this area (McCall & Voorhees, 2010).  
Additionally, self-image congruence with communication channels as a pre-antecedent of 
program loyalty has yet to be investigated. Furthermore, programs need to “determine 
more competitive individual benefit elements that are truly valued by guests and cannot 
be easily imitated by competitors” (Ni et al., 2011, p. 235).  Although tangible program 
attributes such as benefits and rewards are easy to imitate, communication-related aspects 
may be a way for programs to differentiate themselves from the competition.  
Communication may both enhance the perceived benefits and invoke a sense of 
community through quality of information and communication style.   
The primary themes considered in this study include those in the literature along 
with new dimensions that emerged from a netnographic study of hotel loyalty program 
members’ self-reports (Berezan et al., in press).  Specifically, the impact that company-
created and member-created communication (personal and electronic) and its dimensions 
(information quality and communication style) have on program loyalty and the 
dimensions of self-image congruence, service quality, satisfaction, and trust are evaluated.  
Research Questions 
 The following research questions were examined in this study:  
a. How do communication typologies (company-created versus customer-created) 
influence antecedents of program loyalty for members of hotel loyalty programs?  
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b. Are there significant differences between company-created and customer-created 
communication (both electronic and personal) in terms of impact on program 
loyalty and its antecedents? 
c. How do the communication dimensions of information quality and 
communication style influence antecedents of program loyalty for members of 
hotel loyalty programs?  
Delimitations 
 This study contains the following delimitations: 
a. The sample provided by eRewards may result in bias, as participants were active 
members of an online research panel.  
b. The findings may not be generalizable to a larger population, as all participants 
were active members of hotel reward programs.  This may result in findings not 
being applicable to attracting potential new program members, but rather 
retaining the current membership base. 
c. Correlation does not equate to causality. 
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Significance of the Study 
This study contributes to both theory and practice.  Theoretically, limited 
academic research exists on self-image congruence with communication style, and the 
relationship of self-image congruence and information quality from company-created and 
customer-created communication channels.  The study investigates the impact that 
communication has on fostering a sense of community, which is said to impact loyalty 
(McCall et al., 2010).  This study contributes to the literature on communication, self-
image congruence, and customer loyalty.  Findings from this dissertation provides 
practical insights for industry.  They will assist marketers by investigating relationships 
between communication channels (and dimensions of information quality and style) and 
antecedents of program loyalty for hotel reward program members.  The results reveal 
how marketers can more effectively impact program loyalty through communication. 
Definition of Key Terms 
Several key concepts and technical terms that are used in the study are defined as follows:   
Company-created communication: Any communication efforts of the company, 
including electronic (online) and personal. 
Customer-created communication:  Communication efforts of customers, 
including electronic (online) and personal. 
C2C know-how exchange: Customer-to-customer (C2C) know-how exchange 
(von Hippel, 1988) is one aspect of eWOM (defined below).  It provides the customer 
with utilitarian value by sharing “the skills necessary to better understand, use, operate, 
modify and/or repair a product” (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004, p. 
43).   
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Electronic communication: Digital forms of communication, including websites, 
emails, online forums, and blogs. 
eWOM: Electronic, or online, word of mouth.  eWOM is a form of customer-
created communication and is defined as “any positive or negative statement made by 
potential, actual, or former customers about a product or company, which is made 
available to a multitude of people and institutions via the Internet” (Hennig-Thurau, 
Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler., 2004, p. 39). 
Social media: Internet-based applications that allow the creation and exchange of 
user-generated content (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010).  Social media in this study focuses on 
travel-related online forums, such as TripAdvisor and FlyerTalk. 
Summary  
The background of customer loyalty and customer loyalty programs was 
summarized in this chapter.  The suggested rising importance of communication in 
creating attitudinal loyalty was discussed.  Possible relationships between the information 
quality and communication style of different communication channels, self-image 
congruence, and the established loyalty antecedents of service quality, trust, and 
satisfaction were summarized.  The dissertation continues with a review of the literature 
and a discussion of the framework.  Methodology is then discussed, followed by results.  
Finally, the dissertation concludes with significant findings and implications for both 
academia and industry.  
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE  
Introduction 
In this chapter, a review of the current research on loyalty and its antecedents is 
presented.  The review includes literature from relationship marketing, services 
marketing, hospitality marketing, psychology, consumer behavior, and organizational 
behavior.  A theoretically supported model of communication as a pre-antecedent of 
program loyalty is presented (in Figure 1) at the end of the literature review. 
This model proposes that communication is a pre-antecedent of program loyalty 
and thereby impacts the loyalty antecedents of self-image congruence, service quality, 
satisfaction, and trust.  The causal relationship between communication (company-
created and customer-created) and established antecedents of attitudinal loyalty is 
evaluated.  Through this literature review, conceptual support for the research hypotheses 
is provided.  The following sections provide detailed discussion of each construct in the 
model, beginning with loyalty constructs and the attitudinal loyalty construct.  Next, 
communication as a pre-antecedent of program loyalty is discussed.  Finally, the 
antecedents of program loyalty and the proposed framework for the study are presented.  
Defining Customer Loyalty 
This section discusses three aspects of loyalty: behavioral loyalty, attitudinal 
loyalty, and composite loyalty.  Loyalty has been defined as “the likelihood of a 
customer’s returning to a hotel and that person’s willingness to behave as a partner to the 
organization” (Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999, p. 349).  Oliver (1999) presents what is 
perhaps the most comprehensive description of customer loyalty: “a deeply held 
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commitment to rebuy or re-patronize a preferred product/service consistently in the future, 
thereby causing repetitive same brand or same brand set purchasing, despite situational 
influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching behaviour” 
(p.33). Similarly, other researchers described loyalty as a customer’s repeat visitation or 
repeat purchase behavior, while including the emotional commitment or expression of a 
favorable attitude toward the service provider (Day, 1969; Backman & Crompton, 1991; 
McAlexander, Kim, & Roberts, 2003). 
In early studies, measuring loyalty was limited to customers’ repeat purchase 
behavior, with many studies emphasizing the significant value of repeat customers.  
Existing patrons (as opposed to new patrons) tend to visit the specific hotel property more 
frequently, with their spending increasing as the number of visits increases.  Repeat 
customers also recruit new customers through positive word-of-mouth, which offers the 
ability to save significant marketing resources that would have otherwise been used for 
advertising (Brown, 1952; Cunningham, 1956; Haywood, 1988).  Furthermore, Petrick 
(2004) argued that repeat customers often act as information channels who informally 
connect their friends, peers, relatives, colleagues, and others to a property or destination.  
Therefore, repeat patrons are valuable in that they may provide positive word-of-mouth, 
and may be less expensive to retain than recruiting new ones.  This is significant when 
considering that it can cost a company up to six times more to attract new customers 
through marketing than it would cost to retain the existing clientele as loyal customers. 
Numerous studies suggest that the customers’ psychological attachment to the 
service provider or the brand is also an important aspect of the customer loyalty.  
Researchers argue that loyalty is composed of a customer’s repeat purchase behavior 
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followed by a positive attitude (Jacoby, 1971; Jacoby & Kyner, 1973; Jarvis & Wilcox, 
1977).  Customer loyalty therefore includes both behavioral dimensions (e.g., repeat 
purchase and repeat visits) and attitudinal dimensions (positive feeling or attitude towards 
the brand) (Backman, 1988; Dick & Basu, 1994).  The behavioral dimension measures 
loyalty as the static outcome of a dynamic process.  It considers outcomes such as actual 
consumption, repeat purchase, duration, frequency, and proportion of market share.  The 
attitudinal dimension considers loyalty as an affection toward a brand and is indicative of 
trust, psychological attachment, and emotional commitment (Baloglu, 2002; Bowen & 
Shoemaker, 2003; Mattila, 2006; Mechinda, Serirat, & Guild, 2008; Petrick, 2004; Sui & 
Baloglu, 2003; Tanford, Raab, & Kim, 2011).  The composite loyalty perspective 
combines both attitudinal and behavioral loyalty measures.  
Most of the current marketing research presents loyalty as a multi-dimensional 
construct, including behavioral, attitudinal, and composite loyalty (Bowen & Chen, 2001; 
Jones & Taylor, 2007).  In the field of leisure and tourism, Backman and Crompton (1991) 
revealed that “attitudinal, behavioral, and composite loyalty capture the loyalty 
phenomenon differently.”  Furthermore, Oliver (1999) described three hierarchical 
attitude stages corresponding to a continuum that identifies loyalty levels as the following: 
1) preference over competing brand attributes, 2) affective preference toward the product, 
and 3) greater intention to purchase the product over the competing product offerings.   
Behavioral Loyalty  
Early research on behavioral loyalty focused primarily on the outcome of 
consumer behaviors such as repeat purchase intentions or purchasing sequence behaviors 
(Brown, 1952; Cunningham, 1956; Neal, 2000).  Baloglu (2002) suggests that behavioral 
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loyalty can be assessed through the proportion of purchase of one brand over a competing 
brand, time spent, word-of-mouth recommendations, and cooperation.  Proportion of 
purchase of one brand in relation to the total purchase of the same product category 
indicates repeat purchase behavior (Cunningham, 1956).  It is represented by the total 
number of purchases of a specific brand divided by the total number of purchases made 
in that product category.  When the ratio is high, the consumer is generally considered to 
be more loyal (Baloglu, 2002).  Length of stay or actual consumption time is also 
suggested to be an indicator of loyalty, as the more time spent leads to an increase in the 
total amount of money spent on a purchase.  Positive word-of-mouth, such as making 
recommendations to family and friends, business referrals, and promoting the company, 
are also considered loyalty indicators.  Finally, cooperation can be used to assess loyalty 
as it indicates a customer’s willingness to help the company.   
The sequence of brand purchase (a sequence of between four and six consecutive 
purchases of the same brand) (Kahn, Kalwani, & Morrison, 1986), the probability of 
future purchases of a brand, and brand switching behavior (Jacoby & Kyner, 1973; 
Ostrowski, O’Brien, & Gordon, 1993) have been considered to be evidence of loyalty.  
Overall, the literature shows that loyalty behaviors such as advocacy, purchase intentions, 
intent to stay with a provider, share of business, and willingness-to-pay are increased by 
switching costs (Aydin & Ozer, 2005; Burnham, Frels, & Mahajan, 2003; Sui & Baloglu, 
2003; Wirtz, Mattila, & Lwin, 2007).  Switching costs are the costs incurred from 
changing from one service provider to another (Heide & Weiss, 1995).  These costs 
include monetary, behavioral, search, and learning related, and therefore can be both 
economic and emotional in nature (Yang & Peterson, 2004).   
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Despite the multi-faceted nature of customer loyalty and the multi-dimensional 
approach used to understand it, academia has primarily focused on behavioral loyalty in 
its research.  Furthermore, industry practitioners focus on behavioral loyalty because of 
its correlation to revenue and profitability (Chao, 2008).  The emphasis on behavioral 
loyalty is also due to the fact that it involves the actual buying or using of the service, 
thereby indicating not only a customer’s current behavior but also their future purchase 
intentions (Jones, Reynolds, Mothersbaugh, & Beatty, 2007; Kim, Jin-Sun, & Kim, 2008; 
Tanford et al, 2011).  Despite the attention it draws, the literature suggests that a deeper 
understanding of behavioral loyalty and loyalty overall is required, which would assist 
marketers in making decisions with strategic marketing activities, such as hotel loyalty 
programs (Liu, 2007).   
Day (1969) suggests that behavioral measures alone are insufficient in 
understanding the difference between spurious and true loyalty.  ‘Spuriously’ loyal 
customers have high repeat patronage without a strong brand attachment.  In fact, the 
spurious loyal customer may even dislike the brand.  Instead, their loyalty may be 
attributed to reasons such as financial incentives, lack of alternatives, or one’s personal 
situation.  Customers that fit into this category are very volatile, may only be loyal 
temporarily, and are very prone to accepting competing offers.  It is important to note 
however that these customers also have the greatest potential to become true or latent 
loyal customers, depending on the types of marketing tactics companies employ (Baloglu, 
2002; O’Malley, 1998).  ‘Truly’ loyal customers tend to have a very strong attitudinal 
attachment and high repeat patronage.   
TePeci (1999) warns that a problem with the behavioral approach to 
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understanding loyalty is that repeat purchases are not necessarily the result of a 
psychological affinity towards a brand, and therefore repeat purchase behavior does not 
necessarily equate to commitment.  The stochastic approach essentially maintains that 
marketers are unable to influence buyer behavior in a systematic manner.  Truly loyal 
customers are said to have strong psychological brand attachment, and therefore 
attitudinal loyalty must be examined to understand the emotional and psychological 
attachment to a brand or company. 
Attitudinal Loyalty  
 Attitudinal loyalty is important because it indicates propensity to display certain 
behaviors, such as the likelihood of future purchases (Liddy, 2000).  The deterministic 
approach to loyalty maintains that behaviors do not necessarily occur randomly.  Rather, 
behaviors may be “a direct consequence of marketers’ programs and their resulting 
impact on the attitudes and perceptions held by the customer” (Rundle-Thiele, 2005, p. 
529).   
 Guest (1944) was the first scholar to measure loyalty as an attitude, using a single 
preference question asking participants to select their preferred brand among a group of 
brand names.  Although numerous researchers later conceptualized loyalty as an attitude, 
the attitudinal approach to loyalty involves a great amount of conceptual disparity among 
researchers.  Different studies equate attitudinal loyalty with different concepts, such as 
(relative) attitude toward the brand or brand providers (Dick & Basu, 1994), attachment 
(Backman, 1991), commitment (Kyle, Graefe, Manning, & Bacon, 2004), and 
involvement (McIntyre, 1989).  Furthermore, attitudinal loyalty is conceptualized as 
attitudes, preferences, or purchase intentions that are considered a function of a 
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psychological process (Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978).  Some researchers assert that trust and 
emotional attachment are the most significant attitudinal factors for building customer 
loyalty (Bowen & Chen, 2001; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  Mattila (2001) showed that 
customers with high emotional commitment had more positive brand attitudes, and 
exhibited stronger loyalty behavior.  Bowen and Shoemaker (2003) argued that building 
trust and commitment develop loyalty.   
 However, as with behavioral measures, attitudinal measures alone are incapable of 
understanding true loyalty.  Although much of the literature treats attitudinal loyalty as an 
antecedent of behavioral loyalty (Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007; Carpenter, 2008; East, 
Gendall, Hammond, & Lomax, 2005; Jacoby & Kyner, 1973; McColl-Kennedy, & Coote, 
2007; Pritchard, Havitz, & Howard, 1999; Reynolds & Arnold, 2000; Russell-Bennett), 
attitudinal loyalty lacks power in predicting actual purchase behavior.  Purchase behavior 
can be constrained by factors, such as time and money, thus attitudinal loyalty provides 
limited explanatory power (Backman & Crompton, 1991).  This study focuses on 
attitudinal loyalty which represents a higher-order commitment of a customer to a 
company that cannot be inferred by merely observing customer repeat purchase behavior 
(Shankar, Smith, & Rangaswamy, 2003).  
Composite Loyalty  
Introduced by Day (1969), the composite loyalty perspective integrates both 
behavioral and attitudinal measures and posits that loyal customers possess brand 
attachment as well as make repeat purchases.  Composite loyalty posits that loyalty 
should be considered from the combination of both behavioral and attitudinal 
perspectives (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Day, 1969; Dick & Basu, 1994; Jacoby & 
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Kyner, 1973; Petrick, 2004).  Jacoby (1971) defines loyalty as “repeat purchasing 
behavior based upon cognitive, affective, evaluative, and dispositional factors – the 
classic primary components of an attitude” (p. 26).  More recently, Dick and Basu (1994) 
proposed that both repeat patronage (the behavioral dimension) and relative attitudes (the 
attitudinal dimension) should be used as a composite to conceptualize loyalty.  
Attitudinal dimensions include cognitive-informational determinants towards a brand, 
affective- feelings towards a brand, and conative-purchase intentions towards a brand.  
Using composite loyalty measurements significantly increases the predictive power of 
loyalty (Pritchard & Howard, 1997) in numerous sectors of the services industry, 
including upscale hotels (Backman & Crompton, 1991; Day, 1969; Jacoby & Kyner, 
1973; Pritchard, Howard, & Havitz, 1992; Pritchard & Howard, 1997).  Composite 
loyalty includes both the behavioral and the attitudinal dimensions.  Therefore, customers’ 
preferences for a product or brand, the frequency of purchase, the recency of the purchase, 
the total amount spent, and the propensity to switch are considered for measurement 
(Bowen & Chen, 2001). 
‘True’ Loyalty 
 According to the literature, truly loyal customers have a strong psychological 
attachment (or positive attitude) towards the company or brand.  Jacoby and Kyner (1973) 
suggest that ‘true’ loyalty describes a preference which results in an actual behavior 
towards a certain product, brand, service, or store out of a larger field of alternatives.  It 
therefore involves a composite perspective such that both the attitudinal and behavioral 
perspectives must be considered.  Jacoby and Kyner’s (1978, p. 80) definition of ‘true’ 
loyalty‘ includes six necessary conditions: “ (1) they are biased (i.e. non random); (2) 
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behavioral response (i.e. purchase); (3) expressed over time; (4) by some decision- 
making unit; (5) with respect to one or more alternative brands out of a set of such brands; 
and (6) is a function of psychological (decision making, evaluative) processes.”  
Numerous other scholars have reflected this understanding of true consumer loyalty in 
their research (Backman & Crompton 1991; Dick & Basu 1994; Kim et al., 2008; Oliver, 
1997; Oliver, 1999; Petrick 2004; Pritchard et al. 1999; Rundle & Thiele, 2005; 
Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999).  Dick and Basu (1994) concluded that ‘true’ brand loyalty 
requires both the customer’s attitude and behavioral intentions point toward the brand at 
the same time.  Similar to Dick and Basu (1994), Baloglu (2002) also describes ‘true’ 
loyalty as the combination of high behavioral and high attitudinal loyalty, but stresses 
that customers with high attitudinal loyalty were more likely to spread positive word-of-
mouth and less likely to switch than customers who lacked emotional commitment.  
Because customers who seem to behave loyally may actually be spuriously loyal, 
loyalty is evaluated solely as an attitudinal construct in this dissertation.  Several 
behaviors that customers with attitudinal loyalty will demonstrate include: repurchase 
intentions, positive word-of-mouth intentions, willingness to recommend to others, and 
encouraging others to use a company's products and services (Rundle-Thiele, 2005; 
Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996).  These behaviors are often referred to as 
‘partner-like activities,’ and are described in the following section. 
Partner-like Activities 
Customers with attitudinal loyalty are psychologically attached to, and 
demonstrate attitudinal advocacy, towards a company (Rauyren & Miller, 2007).  A 
partnership results from this attachment, where customers cooperate with each other to 
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achieve the best outcome (Bendapudi & Berry, 1997; Buchanan, 1985; Morgan & Hunt, 
1994).  Attitudinally loyal customers exhibit concern about the success of the company 
and become advocates or ambassadors of the firm (Bettencourt, 1997).  Therefore, in 
addition to making a purchase, attitudinally loyal customers express a preference for one 
company over others, praise the company, say positive things about the company to 
others, and recommend the company to others (Zeithaml et al., 1996),  the value of which 
has the potential to go far beyond that of purchase behavior alone. 
White and Schneider’s (2000) ‘commitment classification’ portrays customers at 
the highest commitment level purchasing exclusively from one particular company, in 
addition to caring about that company’s success.  These customers will become advocates 
of the company and act as promoters of the company, including spreading positive word-
of-mouth and recommendations.  Bettencourt (1997) proposes three categories of partner-
like activities, including helpful and discretionary behaviors that support the company’s 
competency to deliver quality service: 1) customers’ suggestions for service improvement; 
2) customers’ cooperation and conscientiousness during service encounters; and 3) 
customers’ positive word-of-mouth and recommendations.   
In the hospitality literature, partner-like activities include:  “strong word-of-mouth, 
business referrals, providing references, publicity, and serving on advisory boards” 
(Bowen & Shoemaker, 1998).  Loyal hotel customers will spread positive word-of-mouth, 
and refer people to the hotel with which they have developed a relationship.  Such 
partner-like activities serve as a valuable marketing force for a company and can become 
extremely powerful advertising for the company (Raman, 1999).  For example, personal 
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referrals have been found to impact not only new customers’ hotel choice, but also the 
length of their stays.   
Word-of-mouth advertising and personal referrals are especially critical in 
marketing services.  The intangible nature of service characteristics increases the 
perceived risk of making a service purchase decision.  To a large extent, this forces 
customers to rely on word-of-mouth and personal referrals as a way of reducing the 
uncertainty (Mangold, Miller, & Brockway, 1999).  Word-of-mouth typically comes from 
personal information sources, thereby increasing the confidence in the trustworthiness of 
the information and having a significant impact on service purchase decisions (Mangold 
et al., 1999).  
Attitudinally loyal customers enjoy sharing information about and recommending 
their favorite companies, with which they personally identify.  Loyal customers are also 
more likely to work jointly with the company to solve problems because they care about 
the success of the business.  These customers engage in partner-like activities in attempt 
to help the business succeed.  For example, loyal customers often act as unofficial 
information sources for other customers.  Such customer-created communication includes 
activities such as telling other guests about the hotel’s amenities face-to-face and sharing 
information online in a C2C know-how exchange.  Furthermore, loyal customers may be 
willing to serve on a customer advisory board to provide constructive suggestions to hotel 
management and may also allow a hotel to use their names and positive comments in 
advertisements (Bowen & Shoemaker, 1998).  
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Communication 
Communication affects all aspects of the relationship, especially trust, satisfaction, 
and loyalty (Ball, Coehlo, & Machas, 2004).  Effective relationship marketing 
communication requires providing trustworthy information, providing service 
information, fulfilling promises, and providing information in case of service delivery 
problems (Ndubisi & Chan, 2005).  In the case of hotel loyalty programs, this 
communication may include accurate and timely information regarding program benefits, 
promotion, and regulations, as well as meeting expectations.  Technological advances in 
communication increasingly play a more important role in the customer’s experience by 
advancing both company-managed and customer-created communication efforts.  In 2011, 
Google estimated that 28 percent of all travel-related inquiries in the United Kingdom 
originated from mobile devices (Gupta, 2012).  In addition, an estimated 40% of travelers 
in the UK will use review sites to get the opinions of other travellers, with 37% saying 
they would be visiting travel agents' websites and only 12% saying they would use the 
telephone to plan their travel (Fearis, 2012).  Ever-changing communication media, 
expanded customer touchpoints, and the expectations of accurate and customized 
information at the speed of light directly impact the service industry’s ability to meet or 
beat the needs and expectations of customers (Parasuraman & Colby, 2001; Ray, 
Muhanna, & Barney, 2005).  Company-managed efforts such as websites, social media 
efforts direct email campaigns, and database-marketing efforts are now the norm, as are 
customer-created communications such as online forums that provide service ratings and 
customer-to-customer (C2C) know-how exchange.  Company-created communication 
includes program websites, direct mail, email, telephone, fax, texts, face-to-face, training, 
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program guide (printed and online), and online chat.  However, the customer-created 
communications explored in this study are centered around eWOM, specifically focusing 
on C2C knowledge exchange and reviews/opinions. 
Company-created communication  
Communication is the ability to provide timely, trustworthy, and/or accurate 
information.  “Good” company-created communication has been defined as “helpful, 
positive, timely, useful, easy, and pleasant”, with little effort required for the customer to 
decode the communication and determine its utility (Ball et al., 2004).  It may include 
personalized letters, direct mail, web site interactions, other machine-mediated 
interactions, and e-mail, as well as in-person interactive dialogue between a company and 
its customers throughout the pre-selling, consuming and post-consuming stages 
(Anderson & Narus, 1990; Ball et al., 2004).  Morgan and Hunt (1994) proposed that 
communication was an antecedent of trust rather than a direct antecedent of loyalty.  In 
the early stages, communication builds awareness, develops customer preference, 
convinces interested buyers, and encourages potential buyers to make the purchase 
decision (Ndubisi & Chan, 2005).  In later stages, communication involves keeping in 
touch with customers on a regular basis, providing timely and accurate information and 
updates on services or products, and proactive communication in case of potential 
problems.  
 Managing conflict is also a vital aspect of communication.  It is the ability to avoid 
potential conflicts, to solve manifest conflicts before they create problems, and to discuss 
solutions openly when problems to do arise (Dwyer, Schurr, & Sejo, 1987).  Ndubiri and 
Chan (2005) found a significant relationship between conflict handling and customer 
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loyalty.  Good conflict management can result in greater loyalty, "exit" or "voice" 
(Rusbult, Martx, & Agnew, 1988), depending on the degree of prior satisfaction with the 
relationship, the amount of the customer's investment in the relationship, and a 
consideration of the alternatives.  Improper or unresponsive handling of complaints can 
be perceived as incompetent or opportunistic behavior, and will thereby have a negative 
impact on trust (Ganesan, 1994; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  
        The importance of personalization and customization of communication in gaining 
loyalty has been illustrated by many scholars (Allen & Wilburn, 2002;Lemon, Rust, & 
Zeithaml, 2001; Parasuraman, Berry, & Zeithmal,1991).  Proper database management, 
coupled with technology such as the internet and the many platforms it offers, enables 
many companies to communicate in a highly personal manner despite being high-tech.  
Such platforms include everything from company-managed websites to the “Wild West” 
of social media sites that reinforce electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM).  However, no 
matter the platform, customers now expect communication to be more easily accessible, 
more accurate, and more responsive than ever before.   
 In the hospitality industry, such customer contact includes electronic and personal 
communication, from information requests to reservations and service recovery.  
Companies often measure customer satisfaction with the communicative abilities of their 
customer contact employees based on the following metrics: courtesy, professionalism, 
attentiveness, knowledge, preparedness, and thoroughness.  Froehle (2006) evaluated the 
impact of these service personnel characteristics on the customer experience according to 
relationship-building characteristics and task-oriented characteristics in different media 
environments.  “Good” company-created communication has been defined as “helpful, 
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positive, timely, useful, easy, and pleasant”, with little effort required for the customer to 
decode the communication and determine its utility (Ball, Coehlo et al., 2004).   
Customer-created communication and eWOM 
As with traditional word-of-mouth, electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) has 
become a vital aspect of the marketing mix. eWOM is a form of customer-created 
communication and is defined as “any positive or negative statement made by potential, 
actual, or former customers about a product or company, which is made available to a 
multitude of people and institutions via the Internet” (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004, p. 39).  
Online forums are becoming a standard platform for consumers to share their experiences 
and learn about products and services.  Consumers increasingly rely on these self-reports 
and reviews as part of their purchase decision-making process.  
Customer-to-customer (C2C) know-how exchange (von Hippel, 1988) is another 
aspect of eWOM.  It provides the customer with utilitarian value by sharing “the skills 
necessary to better understand, use, operate, modify and/or repair a product” (Hennig-
Thurau et al., 2004, p. 43).  It is suggested that many participants also experience hedonic 
value, or the enjoyment achieved by helping others via the information exchange 
(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).  C2C know-how exchange may also significantly impact 
the customer’s overall perceived value of the firm’s offering (Gruen, Osmonbekov, & 
Czaplewski, 2006).  In essence, the perceived value of a firm’s offering is influenced by 
the value received through interactions with other customers of the organization.  
Interaction between customers can increase the knowledge base from which to maximize 
loyalty program benefits and thereby enhance the experience and the perceived value of 
the program.  Gruen et al. (2006) evaluated the influence of motivation, ability, and 
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opportunity on engagement in C2C information exchanges.  They found that eWOM was 
perceived as a reliable (trustworthy) source of information by customers.  
Many companies are attempting to infiltrate customer-created communication by 
deploying official representatives as active members in these and other online 
communities – some even being welcomed with open arms.  Recently, Wyndham Hotels 
successfully launched WynReview, a proprietary system allowing owners/operators to 
manage customer reviews from online sites such as TripAdvisor.  In fact, Wyndham now 
features a balanced selection of positive and negative TripAdvisor reviews on its websites 
in order to keep site visitors from leaving the hotel company’s website (Mayock, 2012).  
Many online travel forums provide member service ratings and reviews (“posted 
review”), such as yelp.com and tripadvisor.com.  Flyertalk.com, however, is a popular 
“discussion forum” that focuses on interactive discussions about travel-related loyalty 
reward programs.  Its members are a diverse group, from business travelers to “mileage 
junkies” (those who collect mileage for the purpose of collecting miles, rather than as a 
result of their behavior).  Discussions include opinions about loyalty program experiences, 
travel tips, and how to maximize program points or miles.   
Both unofficial communication and official program communication in the form 
of customer education likely have an impact on loyalty.  The more educated the customer, 
the more involved they can be with the product.  Due to the necessity for customers to 
participate in the actual production process of many services, educating customers by 
imparting knowledge of the service process is often viewed as a determinant of service 
quality, thereby impacting loyalty (Aubert, Khoury, & Jaber, 2005).  Because 
involvement has been shown to be a loyalty indicator, Antonios (2011) proposes that 
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education increases involvement, which in turn increases loyalty.  The dynamic nature of 
a rewards program membership makes ongoing, relevant communication vital, whereas a 
poor/lack of communication could be a source of dissatisfaction expressed through online 
forums.  
The concept of the Loyalty Circle (Shoemaker, 2003; Shoemaker & Kapoor, 2008) 
stresses that communication is just as important as the functions of value and process in 
determining loyalty.  However, technological advances increasingly cause 
communication to play a more important role in the experience of customers by 
advancing both company-managed and customer-created efforts (Fearis, 2012; Gupta, 
2012; Parasuraman & Colby, 2001; Ray, Muhanna, & Barney, 2005).  Therefore, it is 
proposed that communication has a larger impact on program loyalty than previously 
thought.  This study evaluated aspects of communication (both official and unofficial 
channels) as pre-antecedents of program loyalty, including those identified by a previous 
study conducted by the author (Berezan et. al, in press).  The Berezan et. al (in press) 
study found the following variables: perceived knowledge of program benefits and rules, 
ease and enjoyment of acquiring information, and how to maximize the program 
experience through both program-sponsored and unofficial (such as loopholes shared in 
C2C know-how exchange) means. 
 Social identity theory and self-image congruence will be discussed next, to 
understand loyalty club members’ association or preference with a particular form and 
presentation of communication and its impact on antecedents of attitudinal loyalty. 
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Social Identity Theory and Self-Image Congruence 
Social identity theory posits that the social groups to which people belong are 
vital to their self-identity, or who they think they are.  This theory has often been used to 
understand matters of identity and identification with respect to organizations and brands.  
Also referred to as self-identification theory, social identity theory originated from the 
symbolic interaction tradition and focuses on the link between self, role, and society 
(Stryker, 1980).  Social Identity Theory was originally introduced to understand the 
psychological aspects of intergroup discrimination (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  Social 
identity is defined as “part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his 
knowledge of his membership of a social group together with the value and emotional 
significance attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63).  However, in contrast to 
the traditional social psychological view of the global self as a single identity, Social 
Identity Theory suggests that each person has several “social identities”, considered as 
one’s self-concepts that correspond to different group memberships (Hogg & Vaughan, 
2002). 
A social identity perspective evaluates consumers' self-expression, self- 
enhancement, and self-esteem in developing meaningful relationships with companies 
and brands (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Escalas, 2004). The impact of brand identity and 
identification on loyalty is becoming a popular area of focus in this realm (He & Li 2010; 
Marin, Ruiz, & Rubio, 2009).  Recently, He, Li, and Harris (2011) attempted to integrate 
social identity variables with social exchange variables while explaining brand loyalty.  
They discussed the importance of considering both the social identification processes 
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(Rindfleisch, Burroughs, & Wong, 2009) and established antecedents of loyalty (e.g., 
value, satisfaction, and trust) (Harris & Goode, 2004) when evaluating loyalty. 
The theory suggests that association with a social group is a mediator of a 
member’s cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes.  These processes impact an 
individual’s self-concept and self-esteem  (Brown, 1986, 1988; Tajfel, 1972, 1981, 1982; 
Turner, 1975, 1982).  A person’s self-perception and how one conveys that self-image is 
affected both by membership in social groups and by the perception of how others view 
them as a group member (Mead, 1968).  According to Tajfel (1978), an 
individual’s social identity is said to have three elements:  1) cognitive (awareness of 
membership, or ‘self-categorization’); 2) evaluative  (perceived value of a group 
membership  in terms of self esteem); and 3) emotional (perceived 
emotional  involvement  as a member, or ‘affective  commitment’).     
 The social identity perspective of customer-brand relationships suggests that brand 
identity results in consumers’ brand identification, and ultimately brand-loyal behavior 
(Ahearne, Jelinek, & Rapp, 2005; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003).  Sirgy’s (1986) self-image 
congruence theory takes it further, suggesting that consumers’ attraction to brands is 
related to their actual and perceived self-image (Forehand, Deshpande, & Reed, 2002; 
Stayman & Deshpand, 1989).  Examples include a customer selecting a brand that 
symbolizes certain personality traits he or she holds (Aaker, 1997; Heath & Scott, 1998), 
or represents in some way the ideal self-image of the consumer (“who” he or she aspires 
to be) (Belk,1975; Bahn, & Mayer, 1982; Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987).  In other words, 
people will buy certain brands not just for utility, but to support or build their self-image 
(whether actual or ideal) based on self-enhancement and self-verification.   
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 When considering self-image congruity, consumers evaluate their own congruence 
with other users of that brand as well as psychological benefits such as social approval 
(i.e., peer recognition) and personal expression (e.g., what one wants to be seen as).  High 
self-image congruence may result in a positive attitude towards the brand and ultimately 
loyalty.   
 Fostering a sense of community among members by supporting their ability to 
interact and enjoy loyalty program benefits with each other can also increase attachment 
to the program, its participants, and ultimately the service provider (Rosenbaum, Ostrom, 
& Kuntze, 2005).  However, this is only possible by supporting communication among 
members.  Social media is one avenue where companies could nurture such communities 
to their benefit (particularly C2C know-how exchange and other forums).  McCall and 
Vorhees (2010, p. 49) stress the importance of future research to evaluate factors that 
“drive a sense of community in a program”.   
 Chon (1992) was the first to integrate self-image congruence with tourism, 
discovering that satisfaction is correlated to the congruence of self-image and destination 
image.  Furthermore, Beerli, Meneses, and Gil (2007) found that the congruency between 
a destination’s image and a person’s self-image impacted his or her destination choice.  
Numerous studies have evaluated the relationship of self-image congruence with overall 
experience, perceived value, satisfaction and ultimately loyalty (Han & Back, 2008; 
Hosany & Martin, 2012). Han and Back (2008) tested consumption emotions, image 
congruence and loyalty.  Although little research has been conducted that evaluates the 
impact of self-image congruence on tourist behaviors, there is strong support relating 
self-image congruence to different facets of consumer behavior in general (He & 
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Mukherjee, 2007).  
Self-image Congruence and Communication  
The advent of electronic communication and social media has increased 
communication’s impact on loyalty, perhaps re-balancing the factors of “The Loyalty 
Circle”.  This study focuses on the communication aspect by incorporating Social 
Identity theory and investigating hotel loyalty program members’ preferences for and 
congruence with different types and dimensions of communication.  Successful 
marketing communication often requires brand identity management and consideration of 
social identity as the starting point for building brand loyalty (Madhavaram, 
Badrinarayanan, & McDonald, 2005).   
A vast body of research shows that companies can create a psychological 
association between social identity and the brand by various techniques, such as 
communicating a perspective that represents members of the social identity, and using 
spokespersons who possess the social identity to influence attitudes and behaviors 
(Deshpande, Hoyer, & Donthu, 1986; Deshpande & Stayman, 1994; Forehand & 
Deshpande, 2001; Grier & Deshpande, 2001; Jaffe 1991; Meyers-Levy, 1988).  More 
recently, Labrecque, Krishen, and Grzeskowiak (2011) found that product knowledge 
(information) and self-image congruence determine how conformity motivation or 
escapism motivation impact loyalty.  They discovered that a positive relationship exists 
between self-image congruence and loyalty for those who are motivated to conform.  On 
the other hand, the study showed that product knowledge inhibited loyalty for escapism-
motivated consumers.  
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Despite the apparent influence that communication has on loyalty, no study has 
evaluated the typologies (company-created and customer-created), dimensions (electronic 
and in-person), and attributes of information provided in terms of their impact on 
program loyalty.  This research addresses this gap by proposing that the quality of the 
information provided and the style in which it is communicated impact the antecedents of 
program loyalty.  Furthermore, this study proposes a social identity perspective of 
member-communication relationship and integrates communication style (or identity) and 
self-image congruence with perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust in 
determining attitudinal loyalty.  It is through communication that people express 
identification or belongingness to groups.  Without communication, a sense of 
belongingness may be negatively impacted.  Furthermore, without congruence between 
communication and member self-image, the information provided may not result in what 
it was intended to do – positively impact program loyalty. 
 This study uses social identity theory to evaluate the impact of communication 
typologies (company-created and customer-created) and dimensions (information and 
style/personality) on loyalty antecedents, and attributes for hotel loyalty program 
members.  The following hypotheses are proposed: 
H1: Style of company-created and customer-created communication is related to self-
image congruence of loyalty program members. 
H1a: Style of company-created electronic communication is related to self-image 
congruence of loyalty program members. 
H1b: Style of company employees’ communication is related to self-image congruence of 
loyalty program members. 
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H1c: Style of customer-created electronic communication (eWOM) is related to self-
image congruence of loyalty program members. 
H1d: Style of communication by program members’ personal contacts is related to self-
image congruence of loyalty program members. 
Established Antecedents of Program Loyalty 
 This dissertation defines commitment as a psychological attachment that a 
customer possesses toward a company.  The antecedents of program loyalty tested in this 
dissertation are service quality, satisfaction and trust.  Each construct is discussed in the 
following sections.   
Service Quality 
Perceived service quality is a critical determinant of loyalty.  This perception is often 
based on the difference between expectations and performance.  It has been measured as 
a form of attitude and is often linked to satisfaction.  The SERVQUAL model 
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985) suggests that there are five dimensions that 
determine service quality: reliability, responsiveness, empathy, assurance, and tangibility.  
Service quality has also been defined as the result of a comparison between the expected 
service and the experienced service (Grönroos, 1984).  Expectations are set via 
communication, both company-created and customer-created.  Both forms of 
communication therefore may be related to service quality.   
Where satisfaction is either an end-state or an appraisal process resulting from 
exposure to a service experience (Rust & Oliver, 1994), quality refers to the evaluation of 
the service attributes (Baker & Crompton, 2000).  Many scholars have suggested that 
service quality directly influences loyalty (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Lee & Cunningham, 
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2001).  However, the accepted order shows satisfaction as a mediator which determines 
the evaluation of the service experience and which in turn impacts loyalty (Bitner, 1990; 
Lee, Graefe, & Burns, 2004).  In general, it is believed that the better the perceived 
service quality, the more the customer intends to repurchase from that service provider 
(Baker & Crompton, 2000; Bolton & Drew, 1991; Lee & Cunningham, 2001).  
The interrelationship between quality, satisfaction, and behavioral loyalty intention 
was examined by Baker and Crompton (2000).  They discovered that perceived quality 
had a stronger effect on loyalty than satisfaction.  Lee et al. (2004) study the relationships 
between service quality and satisfaction and their effects on behavioral loyalty.  Results 
of the study suggest that satisfaction plays a mediating role between service quality and 
behavioral intentions. 
 The disparate views on the relationship between service quality and loyalty are the 
result of parsing the definitions of service versus quality.  While some researchers 
consider quality and satisfaction to be the same, the two constructs are mostly regarded as 
separate, yet related, constructs.   
There is a minority view that satisfaction is an antecedent of perceived service quality.  
The researchers holding this view consider satisfaction to be transaction-specific, while 
quality is more likely to be a general attitude toward the service provider (Bitner 1990; 
Bolton & Drew 1991; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988).  Other scholars examine 
service quality and satisfaction at the transaction level and posit that service quality 
results in satisfaction (Oliver, 1997; Petrick, 2004).  The literature also suggests a 
relationship between service quality and satisfaction when studied on a global level rather 
than on a transactional level (Kotler, Bowen, & Makens, 2010).  This dissertation takes 
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the perspective that service quality impacts program loyalty mediated by customer 
satisfaction. 
Based on the previous rationale, the next hypotheses tested in this dissertation are: 
H2: Self-image congruence with communication channel is positively related to 
perceived service quality. 
H3:  Quality of information is positively related to perceived service quality. 
H3a: Quality of information provided by company-created electronic communication is 
positively related to perceived service quality 
H3b: Quality of information provided by communication with company employees is 
positively related to perceived service quality. 
H3c: Quality of information provided by customer-created electronic communication 
(eWOM)  is positively related to perceived service quality. 
H3d: Quality of information provided by program members’ personal contacts 
(traditional WOM) is positively related to perceived service quality. 
Satisfaction 
 Next to service quality, satisfaction is the construct written about most frequently in 
the customer loyalty literature.  It is the overall affective response resulting from the 
service experience (Oliver, 1981), and is a function of the relative level of expectation 
and the perceived performance (Oliver, 1997).  According to Oliver (1997), the attitude 
or expectations with which a consumer approaches a service encounter may have been 
formed by past experiences, word-of-mouth communications, and marketing promotions.  
Both company-created and customer-created communication may therefore have an 
impact on satisfaction through creating and supporting expectations.  Furthermore, Oliver 
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(1997) discussed the positive emotions and higher satisfaction that may result when 
consumers identify their actual selves in their consumption of a service (i.e., actual self-
image congruence).  This study proposes that consumption of communication is part of 
service consumption, and therefore self-image congruence with communication may 
impact satisfaction.   
 Customer satisfaction has been evaluated through the following models: 
expectation/disconfirmation (Oliver, 1980); norm (Latour & Peat, 1979); perceived 
overall performance (Tse & Wilton, 1988); and equity (Oliver & Swan, 1989).  The 
expectancy-disconfirmation theory is perhaps the most accepted approach to customer 
satisfaction.  With this theory, satisfaction is determined through a cognitive 
comparison of customer service experience elements, including  pre-purchase 
expectations, perceived performance, disconfirmation, and satisfaction.   
 Similar to Oliver’s (1980) expectation-disconfirmation theory, Latour and Peat 
(1979) consider norms as reference points from which to compare specific products when 
determining satisfaction.  In contrast, the model of perceived overall performance 
disregards customer expectations when evaluating satisfaction (Tse & Wilton, 1988).  It 
is only useful when a customer has no prior knowledge or experience from which to 
judge (Yoon & Uysal, 2005).  Finally, Oliver and Swan’s (1989) equity theory suggests 
that satisfaction is based on customers’ evaluation of the benefits received with the costs 
incurred, in comparison to their counterparts in an exchange situation. 
 Satisfaction has often been related to customer loyalty as a positive loyalty 
determinant in the literature (Anderson & Srinivasan, 2003; Bowen & Chen, 2001; Lam, 
Shanker, Erramilli, & Murthy, 2004; Yang & Peterson, 2004).  Earlier studies viewed 
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loyalty as a type of long-term effect that is closely associated with satisfaction (Oliver, 
1997) or described loyalty as an antecedent of repeat visitors’ satisfaction (Petrick, 1999).  
More recent studies emphasize the need to first satisfy customers in order to achieve 
loyalty.  They show that satisfaction is an important determinant of attitudinal loyalty 
(Bennett, Hartel, & McColl-Kennedy, 2005).  The management of satisfaction is perhaps 
most effective when developing loyalty among customers that are not persuaded toward 
establishing enduring relationships with a certain brand (McAlexander et al., 2003).   
 Lam et al. (2004) also considered customer satisfaction as one of the potential 
antecedents in building customer loyalty.  They suggest that customer satisfaction 
influences indicators of customer loyalty, and that satisfied customers can be motivated 
to patronize that service provider again and also refer other customers to the provider.  
Since attitudinal loyalty is integral to developing behavioral loyalty, it can predict repeat 
purchase intentions.   
 The direct positive effect of attitudinal loyalty on purchase loyalty is also supported 
in literature (Evanschitzky, Iyer, Plassmann, Niessing, & Meffert,  2006).  Liljander and 
Strandvik (1997) and Cronin, Brady, and Hult (2000) suggested that including emotion 
would support better understanding of the satisfaction construct.  Yuan and Jang 
(2008) found that the affective response is related to satisfaction levels and thereby intent 
to purchase. 
  The extant research in satisfaction leads to the following hypotheses for this study: 
H4: Perceived service quality is positively related to satisfaction. 
H5: Self-image congruence with communication channel is positively related 
to satisfaction. 
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H6: Satisfaction is positively related to program loyalty. 
Trust 
In an exchange situation, trust is defined as one party’s confidence in, and its ability 
to rely on, the exchange partner (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Moorman, Desphande, & 
Zaltman, 1993).  Trust is “a belief that a party’s word or promise is reliable and a party 
will fulfill its obligations in an exchange relationship” (Schurr & Ozanne, 1985, p. 940).  
Trust is said to be the cornerstone of long-term relationships (Spekman, 1988), a vital 
determinant of commitment (Nooteboom, Berger, & Noorderhaven, 1997), and the single 
most powerful relationship marketing tool available (Berry, 1995).  Trust enables 
advanced exchange relationships between buyer-seller, employee-company, shopper-
retailer, and guest-hotel (Berry & Parasuraman, 1991; Bowen & Shoemaker, 1998; 
Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Sharma & Patterson, 2000).  Trust is said to lead to commitment 
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994), and impact the level of commitment (Moorman et al., 1993).  
Trust has a significant impact on one party’s attitude and behavior toward the other party 
(Schurr & Ozanne, 1985) and is therefore vital for a company or brand to develop to gain 
commitment in relationships between customers and service providers (Berry & 
Parasuraman, 1991; Sharma & Patterson, 1999).  A low level of trust leads to less 
favorable attitudes and behaviors, whereas a high level of trust leads to a more favorable 
attitude towards the exchange partner, thereby impacting the desire to remain loyal and 
cooperate with that partner (Bowen & Shoemaker, 1998; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Sharma 
& Patterson, 1999). 
The concept of trust is considered an inherent characteristic of any valuable social 
interaction, and due to its relational orientation, it has become a popular topic in loyalty 
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marketing (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  Researchers use various terms to express trust, such 
as altruism (Frost, Stimpson, & Maughan, 1978), honesty (Larzelere & Huston, 1980), 
and dependability and responsibility (Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985).  Despite these 
different expressions, the researchers share the belief that the customer’s behavior is 
guided and motivated by the favorable and positive intentions towards the service 
provider.   
Trust reduces a customer’s anxiety about future purchases and can be instilled by 
consistently providing high-quality service (Gwinner, Gremler, & Bitner 1998).  Less 
doubt equates to reduced perceived risk, thus enabling the development of a valuable 
relationship (Ballester & Aleman, 2001).  Furthermore, a dependence exists between 
consumers and service providers on delivering expected outcomes and performing certain 
activities.  Businesses are expected to respond to the consumer’s needs and consumers 
are vulnerable to being taken advantage of by the company’s actions and decisions.  The 
abilities and capacities attributed to a business to perform activities and accomplish its 
obligations and promises affect consumers’ expectations of how they will be treated by 
service providers in previously un-experienced situations (Ballester & Aleman, 2001).  In 
the hospitality industry, there is a high degree of risk associated with purchasing 
hospitality services, due to their intangible characteristics.  Therefore, developing 
customers’ trust is a vital risk-reduction strategy for this industry (Mitra, Resis, & 
Capella, 1999).   
Customers ultimately form alliances with service providers that they trust (Berry, 
1995).  Customers are motivated to maintain relationships with trusted service providers, 
and have confidence in the service providers’ competencies and abilities (Bowen & 
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Shoemaker, 1998; Sharma & Patterson, 1999).  Such alliances are valuable to companies 
because customers will commit themselves to maintaining a mutually beneficial long-
term relationship.  Therefore, committed customers with high levels of trust in the 
company may work jointly with the company to solve problems (Anderson & Narus, 
1990).   
Hospitality services are intangible and therefore difficult for customers to evaluate 
before the service is actually provided.  Customers seek information about these services 
to assist them in evaluating the service prior to experiencing it.  Communication from 
both the company and other customers is where new customers acquire such information 
in effort to lessen perceived risk of purchase (Zeithaml, 1981).  The increasing impact of 
customer-created communication and social media lead to communication’s tremendous 
impact on trust. 
Trust has been evaluated from various perspectives.  Guests’ trust can be impacted by a 
hotel’s technical and functional qualities (Sharma & Patterson, 1999).  Technical quality 
refers to core products, which relate to the hotel’s operational process (e.g., the hotel’s 
competency, consistency, honesty, integrity, and fairness).  For example, the hotel may 
exhibit its competency and ability to perform well in the operational process by providing 
constant high-technical quality including accurate reservations, effective communication, 
and a safe environment in which customers may leave their valuables (Bowen & 
Shoemaker, 1998).  Effective technical communication now includes everything from 
instant online customer service to a consistently working website with up-to-date 
information.  Functional quality refers to the interactions (communication) between 
employees and customers (e.g., employees’ responsiveness, helpfulness, and 
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benevolence).  Employees who have a professional appearance and demeanor, keep 
customers apprised of any relevant information, assure them that problems will be 
handled, are considerate of customers’ property, and have the customers’ best interests at 
heart exemplify high functional quality that can inspire customer trust and confidence 
(Parasuraman, et al., 1988).   
This study suggests that employee knowledge and courtesy is largely based on 
company-created communication channels, such as training.  A majority of the 
aforementioned technical and functional qualities that lead to trust are related to 
communication.   
Many researchers approach trust with three characteristics of a trustee that cause 
them to be more or less trusted: competence, benevolence, and integrity.  Competence, or 
the ability to provide what was promised, includes product knowledge, fast delivery, and 
quality customer service.  Benevolence is the extent to which a party is believed to want 
to help another party solely based on kind-heartedness.  Finally, integrity involves one 
party adhering to a set of principles deemed acceptable by other involved parties, such as 
following rules and regulations.  Integrity also involves perceived fairness (equity), 
which is directly impacted by the speed of social comparison supported by the internet 
and social media (Lee & Turban, 2001; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; McKnight & 
Chervany, 2002; Mussweiler, 2003). 
Based on the previous rationale, the trust hypotheses tested in this dissertation are:  
H7: Self-image congruence with communication channel is positively related to     
       trust 
 H8: Trust is positively related to reward program member loyalty. 
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Hospitality Loyalty Programs 
Introduced by the airline industry in the 1980s, structured loyalty programs started as 
frequency programs or rewards programs.  Western Airlines, in California, started the 
first frequent flyer program in June 1980 by offering a $50 travel voucher for every five 
segments flown.  In 1981, American Airlines introduced Aadvantage – the first 
computer-based frequent flier program, where members earned points based on the 
distances flown.  Aadvantage soon became the industry standard for airline loyalty 
programs.  As the US airline industry deregulated, frequent flyer programs became a vital 
component of a marketing strategy, with the objective of building brand preference 
among high-mileage travelers.  The airlines encouraged customers’ repeat purchases by 
offering them benefits such as free flights based on their accumulated miles flown 
(Gilbert, 1996).  The success of the early frequent flyer loyalty programs inspired a 
crossover into a variety of other industries, including hotels, and loyalty programs are 
now one of the most popular marketing strategies (McCall & Voorhees, 2010).  
Objectives 
 Companies implement loyalty programs to reward valuable customers, to generate 
information in order to better understand and serve the customer, to manipulate consumer 
behavior, and to defend against the competition (O’Malley, 1998).  Ultimately, these 
programs pursue value-added, interactive, and long-term focused relationships by 
identifying, maintaining, and increasing the purchase behavior of the best customers 
(Mayer-Waarden, 2008).  Loyalty programs have two main goals: 1) to increase sales 
revenues by increasing purchase levels; and 2) to maintain the current customer base by 
strengthening the bond between the customer and the brand.  Companies benefit by 
 
 
46 
achieving these goals by increasing sales and lowering marketing costs (Uncles, Dowling, 
& Hammond, 2003).   
The literature, however, also emphasizes the difference between frequency and 
loyalty programs.  The goal of frequency programs is to build repeat business, whereas 
the objective of loyalty programs is to build emotional brand attachment (Shoemaker & 
Lewis, 1999).  It is this emotional bond-affective commitment that most impacts guest 
perception (Matilla, 2006).  There is some disagreement about these programs’ 
effectiveness in increasing loyalty and return on investment.  Although revenues are 
monitored, costs are often not considered.  Despite the apparent lack of a comprehensive 
cost-benefit analysis, most major hotel groups have implemented loyalty programs, and 
will be forced to continue to do so unless the entire industry drops such strategies (Ni, 
Chan, & Shum, 2011).   
Loyalty programs in themselves are no longer necessarily differentiators for customer 
satisfaction.  The prevalence of loyalty programs in the hotel industry means that 
companies that do not offer such expected attributes may have dissatisfied customers.  
Therefore, regardless of the program’s effectiveness, hotel companies may need to 
maintain such programs in order to remain in the competitive set.  Furthermore, programs 
need to differentiate by offering attributes considered valuable to program members and 
at levels that meet or exceed customer expectations. 
Program attributes 
 Loyalty programs and the rewards they offer need to be perceived as valuable by 
customers in order to be effective.  The literature shows that loyalty programs’ 
effectiveness is impacted by numerous factors, including: reward timing (Dowling 
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&Uncles, 1997; Hu, Huang, & Chen, 2009; Yi & Jeon, 2003); database management 
(Bowen & Shoemaker, 1998; Palmer, McMahon-Beatle, & Beggs, 2000); program user-
friendliness, ease of reward redemption and the range of rewards offered (Kivetz & 
Simonson, 2002; Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999); reward and brand image compatibility 
(Roehm, Pullins, & Roehm, 2002); members’ perception of value of rewards and their 
attainability (Dube & Shoemaker, 1999; O'Brien & Jones, 1995; Shoemaker & Lewis, 
1999); and a sense of community as a member (Rosenbaum et al., 2005).  Effective 
reward timing ensures that the reward is received or experienced by the member at a time 
when it is most appreciated.  Proper database management capitalizes on member 
information and supports targeted marketing efforts.  Making the program easy for 
members to utilize and maximize program benefits, and providing a variety of well-suited 
rewards, directly impacts members’ experiences.  Finally, imparting the sense of 
community, or being a part of something such as a club, is said to influence the 
effectiveness of loyalty programs.  
Loyalty programs provide both psychological and economic value to program 
members.  By earning rewards, consumers feel a sense of appreciation and recognition.  
This psychological experience increases the transaction utility of a purchase and the 
likelihood of the customer continuing the relationship (Lemon, White, & Winer, 2002).  
Furthermore, it increases the overall value perception of staying in the relationship by 
feeling important (Bitner, 1992).  Additional psychological benefits offered by loyalty 
programs include the opportunity to indulge in guilt-free luxuries (Liu, 2007) and the 
enjoyment of accumulating points and qualifying for a reward (Dowling & Uncles, 1997).  
Economic value is provided by the rewards that are offered to members for repeat 
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purchase behavior.  
Rewards types include monetary-based and special treatment-based.  Monetary-based 
rewards (such as bonus points and discount vouchers) offer utilitarian benefits (Furinto, 
Pawitra, & Balqiah, 2009).  Special treatment-based rewards, on the other hand, offer 
hedonic benefits and are intended to influence customers’ attitudinal attachments to the 
brand, such as trust and assurance (Furinto et al., 2009).  Verhoef (2003) suggests that 
monetary-based rewards are most preferred by customers.  McCall and Voorhees (2010) 
found that special treatment-based rewards had limited impact on relationship quality.   
Tiered programs are effective because they provide members with a sense of identity 
and fit, which can enhance a customer’s commitment level to the brand and the program 
(Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000).  A customer’s behavior changes as the customer transitions 
between tiers, anticipating and then experiencing the changes in member benefits.  In fact, 
loyalty program members are known to accelerate their purchase frequencies and 
magnitudes as their arrival at the next tier approaches, creating an aspirational value 
(Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999).  Kivetz, Urminsky, and Zheng (2006) found that the 
thought of getting closer to earning a reward stimulated an increase in purchase behavior.   
Tiered programs allow companies to segment customers based on behavior, thereby 
more effectively providing differentiated rewards (Rigby & Ledingham, 2004).  Aside 
from segmenting customers into tiers according to their value to the company, loyalty 
program members are segmented based on their personal values.  Performance outcomes 
are expected to vary between and within segments (Palmer & Mahoney, 2005).  
Segmentation allows businesses to understand their customers more deeply and develop 
strategies relevant to marketing and improve profitability (Foedermayr & 
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Diamantopoulos, 2008).  Effective segmentation can increase the effectiveness of loyalty 
programs by targeting successfully, meeting customers’ wants and needs, and improving 
customer retention.  Companies however must recognize the importance of tracking 
customers’ movement among segments because customers continuously change (Badgett 
& Stone, 2005; So & Morrison, 2004).  
The challenge of better serving the most valuable customers without overtly 
discriminating against less valuable customers has been answered to some degree by the 
segmented tier structure of many programs.  Members and program benefits are tiered 
according to the member’s value to the company, reducing costs and having an overall 
significant impact on the program’s effectiveness (McCall & Voorhees, 2010).  Therefore, 
customized communication is vital to the success of target marketing efforts.  Through 
carefully managed company-created communication and better awareness of customer-
created communication, loyalty programs may more effectively achieve their ultimate 
goal – program member loyalty. 
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Conceptual Framework 
Hospitality loyalty programs have been studied extensively over the past few years, 
largely concentrating on the effectiveness of loyalty programs.  Most research involves 
the airline industry (Liu & Yang, 2009).  Barsky and Nash (2003) evaluated the impact of 
loyalty programs on attitudinal loyalty, concentrating on customer satisfaction.  Wirtz et 
al (2007) investigated the impact of such programs and attitudinal loyalty on wallet share.  
Hu, Huang, and Chen’s study (2010) inspected customer satisfaction and the perceived 
value of loyalty programs in terms of the reward structure.  Creating interpersonal 
connections between customers and hotels through communication has been found to be 
important to the success of loyalty programs (Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999).  Gruen et al. 
(2006) discussed the contribution of online knowledge sharing to customer value and 
loyalty.  In essence, by sharing knowledge, customers are able to experience better value, 
ultimately impacting their loyalty.  Tanford et al. (2011) found that high-tier program 
membership impacted affective commitment and thereby resistance to switching. 
Marketing has long been recognized as a means to get consumers to identify with 
brands, as well as to inform them about products and services.  Social media, through its 
interactive and responsive nature, takes this one step further.  People are social by nature 
and social media can efficiently answer their need to become part of a larger entity (via 
actual and ideal self congruence).  Social media that portrays an image reflective of what 
an individual perceives himself or herself to be (the actual image) to be or wishes to be 
(the ideal image) is more likely to be utilized by that individual.  Furthermore, social 
media enables information-sharing from countless sources (company-created and 
customer-created) at speeds greater than previously thought possible.  This can have a 
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tremendous impact on perceived service quality.   
Therefore, despite literature that suggests that an equal balance of process, value, and 
communication is required for loyalty (Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999), the Internet has 
pushed communication to the forefront of the loyalty balance.  It addresses the innate 
needs of consumers to socialize and obtain information more easily, opening limitless 
opportunities for communication to impact satisfaction via social identity and perceived 
value.  The dynamic nature of reward membership makes ongoing, relevant company-
created communication vital, whereas poor/lack of communication could be a source of 
dissatisfaction expressed through online forums.  Furthermore, customer-created 
electronic communication (eWOM and C2C knowledge exchange) may also impact the 
program loyalty of members with an exponential impact over that of traditional 
communication.  However, despite the tremendous impact that digital technology has had 
on communication, none of the existing hospitality research has examined dimensions 
and attributes of company-created and customer customer-created communication as pre-
antecedents of loyalty to hotel loyalty programs via self-image congruence.  This 
knowledge will enable marketers to better target their markets as well as more effectively 
allocate marketing resources to different aspects of communication. 
Proposed Model 
Applying self-image congruence theory, this study proposed the following model 
(Figure 1).  Disparate streams of research are applied to develop a model of 
communication dimensions and their impact on antecedents of program loyalty.  The 
proposed model shows that program loyalty and its antecedents are related to 
communication type (company-created and customer-created; electronic and personal).  
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The communication dimension of style is related to program loyalty and its antecedents 
via self-image congruence.  Depending on the quality of information and congruence 
with style of communication channels, members are expected to display different levels 
of perceived service quality, satisfaction, trust, and ultimately program loyalty. 
 
Figure 1.  Proposed model. 
First, perceived service quality is influenced by the information provided through 
communication channels, as members have different information needs in order to 
maximize their program experience.  The more the information fits members’ needs, the 
better the perceived value of the communication.  Through this valuable information, 
members experience better service quality due to their knowledge of how to best utilize 
the program and maximize program benefits.  This in turn results in greater satisfaction, 
trust, and program loyalty.  Second, an information style that is congruent with members’ 
needs will impact program loyalty greater than by information alone, via trust and 
satisfaction.  Members are more likely to trust and utilize information communicated in a 
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manner in which they can relate.  This in turn results in higher perceived service quality, 
satisfaction, and program loyalty. 
The hypotheses generated from this model are: 
H9: The style of communication is related to program loyalty through self-image 
congruence, perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust. 
H9a: The style of company-created electronic communication is related to program 
loyalty through self-image congruence, perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust. 
H9b: The style of company employees’ communication is related to program loyalty 
through self-image congruence, perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust. 
H9c: The style of customer-created electronic communication (eWOM) is related to 
program loyalty through self-image congruence, perceived service quality, satisfaction, 
and trust. 
H9d: The style of customer-created personal communication (traditional WOM) is related 
to program loyalty through self-image congruence, perceived service quality, satisfaction, 
and trust. 
H10: The information quality of the communication channel is related to program loyalty 
through perceived service quality and satisfaction. 
H10a: The information quality of company-created electronic communication is 
positively related to program loyalty through perceived service quality and satisfaction. 
H10b: The information quality of company employees’ communication is positively 
related to program loyalty through perceived service quality and satisfaction. 
H10c: The information quality of customer-created electronic communication (eWOM) is 
positively related to program loyalty through perceived service quality and satisfaction. 
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H10d: The information quality of customer-created personal communication (traditional 
WOM) is positively related to program loyalty through perceived service quality and 
satisfaction. 
Research Hypotheses 
 This study proposes that hotel loyalty program members’ loyalty toward the 
program is related to communication typology (customer-created versus company-created) 
and dimension (information quality and style).  The hypotheses have been presented 
throughout this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
 This chapter describes the research design, data collection, and data analysis used 
to apply the proposed research model for this study.  It begins with a summary of the 
hypotheses, followed by a description of the research design, sampling plan and survey 
instruments.  Next, data collection procedures are explained.  Finally, this chapter 
describes the data analysis procedures used, including a description of structural equation 
modeling. 
Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 Based on theoretical relationships among variables, research objectives, and the 
literature review, the following research questions were proposed for this study:  
Research Question 1 (R1): How do communication typologies (company-created versus 
customer-created) influence the antecedents of program loyalty for members of hotel 
loyalty programs?  
Research Question 2 (R2): Are there significant differences between company-created 
and customer-created communication (both electronic and personal) in terms of impact 
on program loyalty and its antecedents?  
Research Questions 3 (R3): How do the communication dimensions of information 
quality and communication style influence antecedents of program loyalty for members 
of hotel loyalty programs?  
These research questions are stated in the form of hypotheses as follows: 
H1: The style of company-created and customer-created communication is related to 
communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program members. 
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H1a: The style of company-created electronic communication is related to 
communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program members. 
H1b: The style of company employees’ communication is related to communication 
channel self-image congruence of loyalty program members. 
H1c: The style of customer-created electronic communication (eWOM) is related to 
communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program members. 
H1d: The style of customer-created personal communication (traditional WOM) is 
related to communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program 
members. 
H2: The self-image congruence with the communication channel is positively related 
to service quality. 
H3:  The quality of information is positively related to perceived service quality. 
H3a: The quality of information provided by company-created electronic 
communication is positively related to perceived service quality 
H3b: The quality of information provided by communication with company employees 
is positively related to perceived service quality. 
H3c: The quality of information provided by customer-created electronic 
communication eWOM) is positively related to perceived service quality. 
H3d:  The quality of information provided by program members’ personal 
communication (traditional WOM) is positively related to perceived service 
quality. 
H4: Perceived service quality is positively related to satisfaction. 
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H5: Self-image congruence with the communication channel is positively related to 
satisfaction. 
H6: Satisfaction is positively related to program loyalty. 
H7: Self-image congruence with the communication channel is positively related to 
trust. 
H8: Trust is positively related to program loyalty. 
H9: The style of communication is related to program loyalty through the mediation of 
self-image congruence, perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust. 
H9a: The style of company-created electronic communication is related to program 
loyalty through the mediation of self-image congruence, perceived service quality, 
satisfaction, and trust. 
H9b: The style of company employees’ communication is related to program loyalty 
through the mediation of self-image congruence, perceived service quality, 
satisfaction, and trust. 
H9c: The style of customer-created electronic communication (eWOM) is related to 
program loyalty through the mediation of self-image congruence, perceived 
service quality, satisfaction, and trust. 
H9d: The style of customer-created personal communication (traditional WOM) is 
related to program loyalty through the mediation of self-image congruence, 
perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust. 
H10: The information quality of the communication channel is related to program 
loyalty through the mediation of perceived service quality and satisfaction. 
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H10a: The information quality of company-created electronic communication is 
positively related to program loyalty through the mediation of perceived service 
quality and satisfaction. 
H10b: The information quality of company employees’ communication is positively 
related to program loyalty through the mediation of perceived service quality and 
satisfaction. 
H10c: The information quality of customer-created communication electronic 
communication (eWOM) is positively related to service quality through the 
mediation of perceived service quality and satisfaction. 
H10d: The information quality of customer-created personal communication (traditional 
WOM) is positively related to service quality through the mediation of perceived 
service quality and satisfaction. 
Research Design 
 A quantitative approach was utilized to evaluate the influence of communication 
typologies (company-created and customer-created) and dimensions (information quality 
and style) on hotel loyalty program members via self-image congruence, service quality, 
satisfaction, and trust. In order to perform structural equation modeling (SEM), collection 
of quantitative data via survey methodology was required.  A survey questionnaire 
enabled the structured method of data collection SEM requires to collect data on the same 
variables from every participant. Survey research enables the measurement of latent 
constructs, or variables that cannot be directly observed or quantified (Burton& 
Mazerolle, 2011), such as self-image congruence, trust, perceived service quality, 
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satisfaction and loyalty.  A survey instrument was developed based on the literature and a 
recent qualitative study (Berezan et al., in press) led by the researcher.   
Sampling Plan and Sample Size 
 The targeted sample for this study was active members of hotel loyalty programs.  
Two criteria were used for sampling: subjects should have a favorite hotel loyalty 
program and should have stayed at a hotel at least twice in the past 6 months.  Subjects 
included members from all levels of hotel loyalty programs.  Sampling was performed by 
eRewards (ResearchNow), an online data collection agency with more than 6 million 
qualified panel members of varied profiles, allowing targeting of special groups such as 
hotel reward program members.  eRewards has access to a large sample of hotel loyalty 
program members, which is required for SEM in this study.  Online data collection also 
reduces time and cost and allows for easy revisions of the survey instrument if necessary 
(Zikmund, 2003).  Furthermore, online surveys can greatly reduce interviewer bias or 
error, as well as social desirability bias.  From the participant perspective, they are 
provided the ability to respond at their convenience and re-read questions without time 
pressure may enhance the quality of data.  Finally, in addition to the fact that panelists 
have already opted-in to receiving survey invitations, high tech security and encryption 
protect participant data and thereby privacy and confidentiality 
 Sample size impacts the ability of the model to be correctly estimated (Hair, Black, 
Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006).  Suggested ratios for sample size to the number of 
free parameters range from 20 to 1 (Tanaka, 1987) to 5 to 1 (Bentler & Chou, 1987). A 
suggested sample size of 400 to 500 cases could result in almost any difference being 
detected, thereby making all goodness-of-fit measures indicate poor a fit (Hair et al., 
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1995).  A sample size of 575 was deemed appropriate for the final study. 
Survey Development 
 Survey measures were based on the literature (Table 1) and a recent qualitative 
study conducted by the author (Berezan et. al, in press). Modifications to the original 
measures were made to fit the current study, including wording and using a 7-point Likert 
scale throughout. Scales for communication (information quality and communication 
style) were created based on variables from the literature as discussed in the following 
section.  The loyalty construct was created from multiple sources to include established 
behavioral and attitudinal measures, in addition to a scale designed to assess program 
loyalty. The measures were then tested in a pilot study with the same population (N=200) 
and all constructs were valid with all Cronbach’s alpha values greater than 0.70.  The 
same scales used in the pilot study were used in the final study.  Details of the survey 
measures are discussed in the following section. 
Survey Instrument 
 The questionnaire tested the following constructs: communication typologies and 
dimensions (information quality and communication style), self-image congruence, 
service quality, satisfaction, trust, and attitudinal loyalty toward a hotel loyalty program.  
The first three questions were screening questions, ensuring that participants are of age, 
have actively stayed in a hotel at least twice in the past six months, and are members of a 
hotel rewards program.  Other demographic information such as gender, marital status, 
education, employment, area of residence, and income were included in the final section 
of the survey.  The fourth question gauged where participants obtained their information 
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regarding hotel loyalty programs, including program website, program employees, social 
media, and in-person word-of-mouth marketing.   
Participants were then asked which hotel loyalty program(s) they belong to and 
what their favorite program is.  Next, respondents were asked if they engage in travel-
related online social media forums or discussion groups, and if so, they are asked about 
their behaviors and experience with social media.  Next, respondents were asked to rate 
the information quality and communication style of the following communication 
channels: company-created electronic (website), company-created employees; customer-
created eWOM; and customer-created personal communication (traditional WOM).  
Respondents’ social identity with communication channels was measured with self-image 
congruence questions.  The impact of communication on program members’ attitudes 
toward hotel loyalty programs was evaluated in terms of service quality, satisfaction, trust, 
and attitudinal loyalty towards the program.  Variables and scales for all constructs 
included multiple items that were modified from previous studies (see Appendix II) for 
original questions).  For all scales, participants were asked to rate how much they agreed 
or disagreed with each of the statements on a 7-point Likert-type scale, anchored at 
“strongly disagree” and “strongly agree”. 
Social Media Experience 
This portion of the survey was only presented to participants who used social 
media for purposes related to hotel loyalty programs.  The variables in this construct were 
the result of a qualitative content analysis of a travel-related social media website 
(Berezan et al., in press).  The section consists of 13 questions about participants’ use of 
social media for reasons related to hotel loyalty programs as follows: 
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1) I often post reviews 
2) I often post advice  
3) I often reply to posted questions 
4) I often seek advice from other members 
5) I often seek advice from my loyalty program social media representative 
6) I often complain about my loyalty program 
7) I often read to obtain information 
8) I often read for enjoyment 
9) I often seek information on how to maximize point accumulation 
10) I often seek information on how to maximize program benefits (such as upgrades) 
11) I often seek information on how to more efficiently obtain elite status 
12) The information helps me to maximize my program benefits 
13) The information helps me to more efficiently obtain elite status 
Communication – Information Quality and Communication Style 
Measures for both information quality and communication style were based on 
how the literature defined effective communication (Ball, Coehlo, & Machas, 2004; 
Ganesan, 1994; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Ndubisi & Chan, 2005).  The information quality 
dimension to be evaluated for each channel of communication includes: trustworthiness, 
accuracy, clarity, helpfulness, usefulness, timeliness, continuity, proactivity, accessibility, 
and thoroughness.  Communication style dimensions for each channel will be examined 
based on participants’ agreement or disagreement with the following descriptions: 
positive, personalized, customized, professional, interactive, easy, pleasant, courteous, 
friendly, attentive, and responsive. 
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Self-image Congruence 
 The study included three dimensions of self-image congruity for each 
communication channel.  Utilizing a global/direct method, the question asked members to 
imagine the typical user of a communication channel and then express if the 
communication channel is consistent with how the member sees him-/herself.  Using a 
global/direct method enables for a simpler investigation, as it does not require lists of 
personality traits.  The first dimension asks about the information sources’ consistency 
with how participants see themselves.  The second dimension asks participants the degree 
of similarity they feel with others who use similar communication channels.  The third 
dimension asks respondents whether or not using particular communication channels 
reflects who they are. Scale items were adapted from Sirgy et al.'s (1997) measures of 
self-image congruence (5-point Likert; alpha = .83) by changing verbiage from “Wearing 
Reebok shoes” to “Using the program website” and removing the phrase “in casual 
situations”.  Additionally, this survey will use a 7-point Likert scale instead of the 5-point 
used by Sirgy et al. (1997). 
Trust 
 Trust includes the dimensions of integrity, benevolence, and competence.  The 
integrity dimension was measured in questions 1 through 4, benevolence in questions 5 
through 7, and competence in questions 8 through 10. The following scales are from 
Flavian and Guinaliu (2006), with adaptations including changing wording from website 
to program, and the number of items being measured in each dimension is reduced. 
1) This program usually fulfills the commitments it makes (TI) 
2) This program is clear regarding the services and benefits that it offers (TI) 
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3) This program keeps its promises (TI) 
4) This program does not make false statements (TI) 
5) The design and offerings/benefits of this program take into account the my needs as a member 
(TB) 
6) The program would not do anything intentional that would harm its members in any manner 
(TB) 
7) The program staff are concerned with the interests of its members (TB) 
8)  I think that this program knows its members well enough to offer services and benefits adapted to my 
needs (TC) 
9) This program has sufficient experience in providing the member services if offers (TC) 
10)    This program is able to carry out its purposes (TC) 
Service quality  
Service quality measures were adopted from Walfried, Manolis, and Winsor 
(2000) and Kaveh (2012). Walfried et al. (2000) measured these items on a 9-point 
Likert-type scale.  Functional service quality refers to how the service is provided 
(Grönroos, 1983) and is measured in the first two questions.  Technical service quality 
refers to what is actually provided (Grönroos, 1983) and was evaluated in questions 3 
through 8.  Functional and technical measures were used according to their applicability 
to this study.  Finally, overall service quality is investigated by questions 9 through 11, 
based on Kaveh’s (2012) measures.  The revisions of Kaveh’s overall service quality 
measures focused on changing wording, such as brand to program, and DELL laptop 
service provider to program representatives or program, and changing from a 5-point to a 
7-point Likert-type scale. 
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1)   Program representatives are readily available to answer my questions (SFQ) 
2)   Program representatives are competent (SFQ) 
3)   Program is user-friendly/easy to use (STQ) 
4)   Program representatives are attentive to my needs (STQ) 
5)   It is easy to contact the appropriate program representative (STQ) 
6)   My reward program account is accurate (STQ) 
7)   It is easy to get my reward program account information (STQ) 
8)   The program keeps my personal information confidential (STQ) 
9    My overall opinion of the services provided by this program is very good (overall SQ) 
10)    I always have an excellent experience when I interact with program representatives (overall SQ) 
11)    I feel good about what this program provides to me as a member (overall SQ)  
Satisfaction  
 Satisfaction measures were adopted from Oliver’s Consumption Satisfaction 
Scale (2010), which reports consistent reliability estimates in the 0.9 range.  The scale 
items consider: overall performance and quality; need fulfillment; failed expectations; 
cognitive dissonance; success attribution; regret; positive affect; negative affect; remorse; 
and purchase evaluation.  Oliver states that measures may be shortened or augmented 
depending on the study, as long as a satisfaction anchor is included.  The anchor measure 
for satisfaction is question number 4: “I am satisfied with this hotel loyalty program”.  
Oliver’s measure of purchase evaluation (owning this ___) was removed.  Other revisions 
included changing the wording of buy or purchase to join. 
1) This is one of the best hotel loyalty programs I could have joined 
2) This loyalty program is exactly what I need 
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3) This loyalty program has not worked out as well as I thought it would (R) 
4) I am satisfied with this hotel loyalty program 
5) Sometimes I have mixed feelings about having joined this loyalty program (R) 
6) My choice to join this loyalty program was a wise one 
7) If I could do it over again, I would join a different loyalty program (R) 
8) I have truly enjoyed this hotel loyalty program 
9) I feel bad about my decision to join this loyalty program (R) 
10) I am not happy that I joined this loyalty program (R) 
11) Being a member of this hotel loyalty program has been a good experience 
12) I am sure it was the right thing to join this loyalty program 
Program loyalty 
 Both attitudinal and behavioral measures were used to assess program loyalty.  
The measures were adapted from Mattila’s scales of behavioral loyalty and affective 
commitment (2006), as well as Yi and Jeon (2003).  The revisions to Mattila’s scales 
(2006) for the purpose of this study include: changing the term hotel brand to program; 
removing the words ‘when traveling’ from question 3; and changing the phrasing of all 
measures to fit a Likert-type scale response anchored at strongly disagree and strongly 
agree.  Similarly, revisions to program loyalty scales used by both Hu, Huang, and Chen 
(2009) and Yi and Jeon (2003) involved changing wording from proposed loyalty 
program to program, and revising phrasing to fit the new Likert-type scale. 
1) I have a great deal of emotional commitment to my program 
2) I say positive things about (preferred program) to other people 
3) I consider this program to be my first choice 
4) I am highly committed to my relationship with my program 
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5) My program gives me a great deal of personal meaning  (Matilla, 2006) 
6) I like this program more than other programs 
7) I have a strong preference for this program 
8) I would recommend this program to others (Hu et al, 2010; Yi & Jeon, 2003) 
Data Analysis 
Data Screening and Preparation 
 The data screening and preparation were performed using SPSS 18.  Data 
screening and preparation involved potential missing observations in the data file, 
potential errors and outliers, and normality, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity. 
Since participants were forced to complete each question prior to continuing the survey, 
no missing observations occured.  No errors or outliers resulted expected as 
measurements were on a 7-point Likert-type scale, with all answer choices clearly 
established.  Assumption of normality was checked with histograms and normality plots.  
Assumption of homoscedasticity was checked with a boxplot between independent 
variables with each dependent variable and Levene’s statistic. Evidence of 
multicollinearity was investigated by looking at pairwise scatter plots of independent 
variables, variance inflation factors (VIF), and Eigenvalues of the correlation matrix for 
independent variables.  Scatterplots that show evidence of near perfect relationships, 
correlation coefficients between independent and dependent variable with VIF > 5 , and 
small Eigenvalues (Eigenvalues close to zero suggest exact linear dependence) are 
indicative of multicollinearity (Snee, 1977).  Depending on the source of 
multicollinearity, corrections may include collecting additional data, simplifying the 
model through variable selection techniques, and removing missing observations. 
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Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was utilized to evaluate the proposed model 
in the study.  It is a combination of factor analysis and multiple regression that can be 
used to simultaneously examine a set of relationships among one or more independent 
variables and one or more dependent variables, whether continuous or discrete 
(Tabbchnick & Fidell, 2007).  SEM is useful in examining relationships among 
communication channels and dimensions, antecedents of program loyalty, and program 
loyalty.  The outcome of SEM is a visual representation of causal relationships among the 
theoretical constructs being examined, enabling effective analysis of the hypothesized 
model (Byrne, 1998).   
Both exogenous and endogenous variables are considered through SEM (Hair et 
al., 2006).  Exogenous variables include the types of communication (i.e. company-
created, customer-created, electronic, personal) and two latent variables for each 
communication typology (i.e., information quality and communication style).  
Endogenous latent variables (constructs) in this study were self-image congruence, 
perceived service quality, satisfaction, trust, and attitudinal loyalty. Each construct is 
measured by multiple indicator variables. 
SEM involves the examination of both a measurement model and a structural 
model (Byrne, 1998).  Factor analysis will be used to evaluate the measurement model, 
and whether the measureable (observed) variables resulted from their associated latent 
constructs.  Next, the proposed model will be examined to validate specified causal 
relationships among the constructs.   Finally, a modification process will be applied to the 
model.  This will assist in discovering any potential improvements, such as finding a 
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more appropriate fit with the data, and better describing relationships among the latent 
variables. 
Pilot Test 
 Although the use of existing measures provides some confidence with reliability 
and validity (Babbie, 2001), a pretest was conducted to check the measures for the 
constructs of information quality and communication style, as well as constructs such as 
attitudinal loyalty with combined measures from two sources.  A pilot test with 200 
participants was performed through the eRewards data collection agency prior to 
finalizing the survey instrument. The pilot study helped to ensure appropriate wording as 
well as check for internal consistency of scales utilizing Cronbach’s alpha.  
Factor analysis 
Factor analysis assumes that a smaller number of latent factors can explain the 
covariances between a set of observed variables.  First, exploratory factor analysis was 
used to check factor loadings and ensure that measurement items were representative of 
corresponding factors.  Exploratory factor analysis was performed without hypothesis 
about the number of latent factors or relations between latent factors and observed 
variables. Principle component analysis (PCA) was used to perform the exploratory 
factor analysis, as it is a useful technique when researchers have initially developed a 
survey with several items and want to be able to obtain an accurate measure of the 
constructs with the fewest number of questions.  It maximizes all variance in the items, so 
items with little explained variance are considered for deletion.  Item inclusions will be 
based on threshold values for factor loadings of greater than 0.40 and Eigenvalues greater 
than 1.   
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Statistically significant factor loadings (p < .05) for indicators (t-values greater or 
equal to +-1.96), suggest that the null hypothesis of those loadings being equal to zero 
should be rejected (Byrne, 1998).  Average variance extracted (AVE) is another test for 
convergent validity.  It considers variance accounted for by the construct as well as 
variance caused by measurement error.  AVE values of greater than .50 are indicative of 
convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), or that more than 50 percent of the 
variance of the construct is due to its indicators. 
Validity  
 Validity is the extent to which constructs are represented by their corresponding 
measures, i.e., that the question measures what it is intended to measure.  Convergent 
validity considers the similarity between measures within a construct, whereas 
discriminant validity considers the divergence between measures for different constructs 
(Byrne, 1998; Trochin, 2006).  Construct validity was evaluated through strength of 
factor loadings, significance of t-values, and estimates of average variance extracted 
(Kyle, Absher, Norman, Hammit, & Jodice, 2007).  
Whereas convergent validity measures the extent to which indicators are similar, 
discriminant validity evaluates any potential correlation among constructs.  It indicates 
that each construct is mutually distinctive from other constructs.  It is performed by 
comparing the AVE and the squared latent factor correlation between pairs of constructs 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).    
Reliability 
Reliability is the extent to which the measures will have consistent results over 
repeated testing (Hair et al., 2006).  Reliability will be evaluated by Cronbach’s (1951) 
 
 
71 
alpha and composite reliability (CR).   Although it is suggested that the Cronbach’s alpha 
value should typically be greater than .6 (Hair et al., 2006), a more conservative threshold 
of .70 is preferred by some researchers to indicate internal consistency (Hinkin, Travey, 
& Enz, 1997; Nunnally, 1978).  However, as it has been suggested that Cronbach’s alpha 
alone is insufficient in measuring scale reliability (Raykov, 1997, 1998), this study 
employed composite reliability to measure potential random error and consistency in 
results.  Composite reliability scores higher than .70 indicate internal consistency (Fornell 
et al., 1981; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).   
Summary 
This chapter discussed the research methodology for this study.  The research 
process involves adopting and connecting diverse variables of theories from various 
disciplines.  The methodology of this study was explained in terms of research questions 
and hypotheses, instrumentation, research methods, data collection and sample, and data 
analysis.  The results of the application of these methods are discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
This chapter presents the data analysis process and the results of this study. First 
demographics, descriptive statistics and validity and reliability issues are discussed. Then, 
the results of the structural equation modeling are presented according to their associated 
hypotheses. 
The study proposed a model to explain the impact of communication style and 
information quality from different sources (company website, employee, social media, 
word of mouth) on hotel loyalty program members’ satisfaction and loyalty to their 
program through self-image congruence, service quality and trust. Structural equation 
modeling (SEM) was employed to evaluate the proposed relationships. Through 
histograms and normality probability plots, the normality of the data was confirmed.  In 
addition to variables being measured on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 to 7, the survey 
was conducted by an online data collection agency thus eliminating outliers or unusual 
measurements in the data set. Linearity was checked by producing partial plots, and the 
assumption was met. Analysis of variance inflation factors (VIF) was conducted to check 
the degree of multi-collinearity, and resulted in no values larger than five (Snee, 1977).  
Through SEM, goodness-of-fit indices, path coefficients and explanatory power 
were used to evaluate the overall model fit, the contribution to explaining reward 
program members’ attitude toward communication styles and information quality of 
different communication channels, and the impact this ultimately has on their loyalty to 
their chosen hotel reward programs. An alternative model was then created which 
resulted in a stronger fit and focused on the relationships between information quality, 
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communication style, self-image congruence, satisfaction and ultimately loyalty.  This 
section consists of three parts: descriptive statistics, measurement validity and reliability 
and SEM results of model comparison. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The actual study involved 575 respondents.  The demographics of the final 
sample are depicted in Table 1. All participants resided in the United States, with females 
(49.9%) and males (50.1%) evenly distributed. The biggest age group was 55-64 years 
old (33%).  This was followed by 65+ years (22.8%), 45-54 years old (21.2%), 35-44 
years old (11.8%), and 18-34 years old (11.1%). 100% of respondents were members of 
hotel loyalty programs, with the majority (65.5%) having stayed between 2-6 times at a 
hotel within the previous six months, and the remainder (34.5%) having stayed more than 
7 times at a hotel within the same time period.   The largest group of these hotel program 
members (43.7%) belongs to 2-3 hotel loyalty programs, with 36% belonging to 4 or 
more programs, and only 20.3% belonging to just one program.  The majority of 
participants (74.3%) most often travel for leisure, with 24.5% typically traveling for 
business purposes.  More than half of respondents (51.8%) worked full time, with 31.3% 
being retired.  9.6% worked part time, and only 3.7% were unemployed.  The sample is 
for the most part well-educated and earns a decent income.  44.2% have a college degree, 
and 33.2% have a post-graduate degree.  18.1% has some college education, and a small 
portion (4.5%) has high school or lower education.  In terms of income, the largest group 
(33.8%) earns more than $100,000 before taxes. Nearly half (48.5%) earns between 
$50,000 and $100,000.  Finally, only 14.7% earn $50,000 or less. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Profile of the Respondents (N=575)  
Demographic n % 
Gender    
 Male  288 50.1 
 Female 287 49.9 
Age    
 18-24 14 2.4 
25-34 50 8.7 
35-44 68 11.8 
45-54 122 21.2 
55-64 190 33.0 
65+ 131 22.8 
Marital    
 Married 395 68.7 
 Single 101 17.6 
 Separated/Divorced 63 11.0 
 Widowed 16 2.8 
Education level   
 Less than high school 1 .2 
 High school 25 4.3 
 Some college 104 18.1 
 College degree 254 44.2 
 Graduate degree 191 33.2 
Income    
 Less than $25,000 14 2.4 
 $25,001-$50,000 71 12.3 
 $50,001-$75,000 135 23.5 
 $75,001-$100,000 132 23.0 
 More than $100,000 223 38.8 
Number of Hotel Loyalty Program Memberships 
 1 117 20.3 
 2-3 251 43.7 
 4-5 149 25.9 
 6 or more 58 10.1 
Number of Hotel Stays in Last 6 Months 
 2-3 217 37.7 
 4-6 160 27.8 
 7-10 82 14.3 
 More than 10 116 20.2 
Travel Business 141 24.5 
 Leisure 427 74.3 
 Other 7 1.2 
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Measurement Validity and Reliability 
Cronbach’s alpha (α) was used to evaluate measurement reliability of the model 
based on internal consistency. A pilot test involved an online survey of 200 participants 
conducted by ResearchNow (eRewards).  The results confirmed internal consistency 
based on Cronbach’s alpha values. However, after the final survey was conducted, 
additional potential issues such as negative wording, leading wording and illogical fit 
were evident, and those items were removed prior to further analysis. 
Reasons for deleting items from the model included: low loadings, repetition, 
negative wording, leading wording or illogical fit. The calculated alpha values along with 
the means and standard deviations for each variable and measurement scale in the final 
measurement instrument are shown in Tables 2 through 8. Only items with factor 
loadings higher than 0.40 and Eigenvalues greater than 1 were included in the final 
constructs (Comrey & Lee, 1992).  Furthermore, according to Nunally (1978), all alpha 
values of constructs and sub-constructs in the final measurement model were far above 
the minimum acceptable value of 0.7. 
As seen in Table 2, information quality is composed of four sub-constructs (one 
for each communication type: employee, company website, social media, personal 
contacts).  Each of these sub-constructs was initially comprised of the same 10 items.  
Accurate, helpful, continuously provided and proactively provided were removed due to 
their similar meanings to other items.  Easy to access was removed as it was deemed by 
two experts that this is not a dimension of information quality. After deleting the same 
five items from the scale of each sub-construct, the construct Information quality had 
high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .957).  The sub-constructs of employee, 
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website, social media, and personal contacts information quality also had high internal 
consistency as evident in their respective Cronbach’s α values: .978, .972, .983, and .974. 
Table 2 
Reliability of Information Quality Construct and Subcontructs 
Items Mean Stand. Dev. Cronbach’s α 
IQ: INFORMATION QUALITY 5.03 0.97 0.96 
IQE: information quality of employees 5.16 1.33 0.98 
Etr: employee info trustworthy 5.24 1.40  
Ecl: employee info clear 5.21 1.39  
Eus: employee info useful 5.20 1.37  
Eti: employee info timely  5.06 1.39  
Eth: employee info thorough  5.10 1.38  
IQW: information quality of website  5.69 1.21 0.97 
Wtr: website info trustworthy 5.77 1.29  
Wcl: website info clear  5.68 1.29  
Wus: website info useful 5.73 1.25  
Wti: website info timely 5.62 1.26  
Wth: website info thorough 5.64 1.27  
IQS: information quality of social media 4.34 1.15 0.98 
Str: social media info trustworthy 4.33 1.22  
Scl: social media info clear 4.35 1.19  
Sus: social media info useful 4.37 1.19  
Sti: social media info timely  4.34 1.16  
Sth: social media info thorough 4.32 1.20  
IQP: info qual personal contacts 4.92 1.28 0.97 
Ptr: personal com quality trust 5.00 1.38  
Pcl: personal com quality clear 4.90 1.33  
Pus: personal com quality useful 4.99 1.33  
Pti: personal com quality timely  4.84 1.34  
Pth: personal com quality thorough 4.86 1.33  
 
Communication style is also comprised of four sub-constructs (one for each 
communication type: employee, company website, social media, personal contacts).  
Each of these sub-constructs was initially comprised of 11 items.  The following items 
were deleted due to their similarity in meaning to other items: positive, personalized, easy, 
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pleasant, courteous, and responsive.  After deleting the same 6 items from the scale of 
each sub-construct, the construct “Communication style” had high internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s α = .951).  The sub-constructs of employee, website, social media, and 
personal contacts information quality also had high internal consistency as evident in 
their respective Cronbach’s α values: .964, .946, .937, and .967 (see Table 3). 
Table 3 
Reliability of Communication Style Construct and Subcontructs 
Items Mean Stand. Dev. Cronbach’s α 
CS: COMMUNICATION STYLE 5.00 0.94 0.95 
CSE: communication style employees 5.26 1.26 0.96 
Cus: employee com customized 5.01 1.35  
Pro: employee com professional  5.43 1.36  
Int: employee com interactive 5.15 1.34  
Fri: employee com friendly 5.40 1.34  
Att: employee com attentive 5.30 1.34  
CSW: communication style website  5.33 1.20 0.95 
Wcu: website customized 5.18 1.36  
Wpr: website professional 5.66 1.26  
Win: website interactive 5.28 1.34  
Wfr: website friendly 5.36 1.31  
Wat: website attentive 5.18 1.36  
CSS: communication style social media 4.30 1.09 0.94 
Smc: social media customized 4.27 1.22  
Smp: social media professional 4.15 1.22  
Smi: social media interactive 4.53 1.29  
Smf: social media friendly 4.33 1.18  
Sma: social media attentive 4.22 1.17  
CSP: Com style personal contacts 5.16 1.28 0.97 
Pcc: personal contact is customized 5.02 1.33  
Pcp: personal contact is professional 5.16 1.38  
Pci: personal contact is interactive 5.16 1.37  
Pcf: personal contact is friendly 5.33  1.37  
Pca: personal contact is attentive 5.14 1.35  
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In addition, self-image congruence and its sub-constructs also showed high 
internal consistency:  self-image congruence (Cronbach’s α  = .907), website congruence 
(.837), social media congruence (.882), employee congruence (.877), and personal 
contacts congruence (.889).  No items were deleted and all items from the original 
measurement instrument for this construct remained in the model, as seen in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Reliability of the Self-image Congruence Construct and Subconstructs 
Items Mean Stand. Dev. Cronbach’s α 
SI: SELF-IMAGE CONGRUENCE 4.40 1.07 0.91 
SIW: self congruence website 4.76 1.28 0.84 
Wco: using website consistent with how I see 
myself 
4.76 1.56  
Wsi: people similar to me use website 4.98 1.29  
Wre: using website reflects who I am 4.54 1.55  
SIS: self congruence social media 3.69 1.52 0.88 
Sco: using social media consistent with how I see 
myself 
3.45 1.73  
Ssi: people similar to me use social media 4.32 1.63  
Sre: using social media reflects who I am 3.30 1.70  
SIE: self congruence with program employees 4.37 1.28 0.88 
Eco: interacting with program employees is 
consistent with how I see myself 
4.35 1.50  
Esi: people similar to me interact with program 
employees 
4.58 1.28  
Ere: interacting with program employees reflects 
who I am 
4.18 1.50  
SIP: self congruence personal connections 
(family/friends/colleagues) 
4.77 1.36 0.89 
Pco: using personal connections is consistent with 
how I see myself 
4.72 1.53  
Psi: people similar to me use personal connections 4.90 1.38  
Pre: using personal connections reflects who I am 4.69 1.57  
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The construct trust was initially comprised of 10 items.  Two items were deleted 
due to similarity in meaning: program keeps its promises and program does not make 
false statements. Four items were deleted due to factor loadings of less than 0.40: take 
into my account my needs as a member; would not do anything intentional that would 
harm its members; program staff are concerned with the interests of its members; and 
program knows me well enough to offer services and benefits adapted to my needs. The 
final trust construct (see Table 5) showed high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α  
= .942).   
Table 5 
Reliability of Trust Construct 
Items Mean Stand. Dev. Cronbach’s α 
TR: TRUST 5.58 1.22 0.94 
Tru1: program fulfills its commitments 5.65 1.33  
Tru2: program is clear 5.55 1.35  
Tru3: program has sufficient experience 5.58 1.32  
Tru4: program is able to carry out its purposes 5.54 1.29  
 
Initially composed of 11 items, seven items were deleted from the service quality 
construct.  Five items were removed due to similarity in meaning: representatives are 
readily available to answer my questions, easy to contact the appropriate (brand’s) reward 
program representative, easy to get my (brand’s) rewards program account information, 
and I feel good about what (brand’s) rewards program provides to me as a member.  
Program account is accurate and program keeps my information confidential were 
deleted due to factor loadings below 0.70. Additionally, one of the questions was deemed 
to be a leading question (I always have an excellent experience when I interact with 
(brand’s) rewards program representatives) and therefore deleted from the scale.  The 
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final construct showed high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α  = .932), as seen in Table 
6. 
Table 6 
 
Reliability of Service Quality Construct 
Items Mean Stand. Dev. Cronbach’s α 
SQ: SERVICE QUALITY 5.62 1.17 0.93 
Sq1: program reps are competent 5.58 1.28  
Sq2: program is easy to use 5.70 1.28  
Sq3: reps are attentive to my needs 5.43 1.32  
Sq4: overall opinion is ‘very good’ 5.77 1.26  
 
Two items from the initial 12 measured for the “satisfaction” construct were 
deleted due to similarity.  An additional four items were deleted because of reverse 
(negative) wording: Sometimes I have mixed feelings about having joined (brand’s) 
rewards program; If I could do it over again I would join a different loyalty program; I 
feel bad about my decision to join (brand’s) rewards program; and I am not happy that I 
joined (brand’s) rewards program.  Prior to deletion of these items, the construct had low 
internal consistency (Cronbach’s α  = .563).  The final satisfaction construct (see Table 7) 
consisted of six items and had high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α  = .954).   
Table 7 
Reliability of Satisfaction Construct 
Items Mean Stand. Dev. Cronbach’s α 
SAT: SATISFACTION 5.52 1.23 0.95 
Sat1: one of the best programs I could have joined 5.30 1.45  
Sat2: exactly what I need 5.24 1.42  
Sat3: I am satisfied with the program 5.64 1.34  
Sat4: my choice to join this program was a wise one 5.70 1.35  
Sat5: I have truly enjoyed this program 5.53 1.35  
Sat6: being a member has been a good experience 5.69 1.31  
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Finally, the program loyalty construct initially included eight items.  Three items 
were deleted due to similarity in meaning to other items:  I have a great deal of emotional 
commitment; (brand’s) rewards program gives me a great deal of personal meaning; and I 
like (brand’s) rewards program more than other programs.  The final five-item program 
loyalty construct had high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α  = .944), as displayed in 
Table 8. 
Table 8 
Reliability of Program Loyalty Construct 
Items Mean Stand. Dev. Cronbach’s α 
LOY: LOYALTY 5.17 1.42 0.94 
Loy1: I say positive things to others about this 
program 
5.17 1.58  
Loy2: I consider this program to be my first 
choice 
5.30 1.54  
Loy3:I am highly committed to my relationship 
with this program 
4.70 1.72  
Loy4:I have a strong preference for this program 5.14 1.59  
Loy5: I would recommend this program to others 5.54 1.38  
 
Appendix IV (initial proposed model) and Appendix V (revised final model) 
display loadings for each construct item as well as composite scores and average variance 
extracted (AVE), so as to ascertain the model validity and reliability. For both the initial 
proposed model and the final revised model all items are significant at 0.001 levels with 
high loadings (all are above 0.70), showing convergent validity.  Composite reliability 
can replace Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of reliability and 0.70 is an adequate measure 
for models in research (Nunnally, 1978).  As seen in Appendix IV and Appendix V, each 
construct has a high level of reliability for alpha values with levels ranging from as low 
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as 0.91 to as high as 0.96.  Each sub-construct also has a high level of reliability with 
alpha values ranging from 0.84 to 0.98.  AVE (average variance extracted) indicates the 
amount of variance accounted for by the indicators (and constructs) in relation to the 
amount of variance caused by measurement error (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). At a 
minimum, to use a construct in a model, its AVE should be greater than 0.50 (Fornell et. 
al, 1981). This threshold AVE value is sufficiently surpassed by all of the constructs in 
both the original proposed and final revised models, indicating convergent validity.  
 Furthermore, discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the AVE value for 
each construct and the squared latent factor correlation between construct pairs.  As 
displayed in Table 9, most AVE values for each construct were greater than the squared 
correlations between two constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). This indicates 
discriminant validity, or that constructs do not share a significant part of their variance.  
The only correlation that showed weak discriminant validity was that between 
satisfaction and loyalty, where the AVE (0.79) is slightly less than the squared correlation 
between the two constructs (0.81).  However, this relationship is not surprising as the 
literature shows a history of measurement items for both constructs crossing over 
depending on the study, and often shows the two constructs to be similar.  
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Table 9 
Squared Latent Correlations Between Constructs and AVE Values 
 1 2 3 4 5 AVE 
1.Communication 
style 
 - 0.42** 0.13** 0.12** 0.10 0.53 
2. Self-image 
congruence 
 - 0.30** 0.28 0.23 0.59 
3. Information 
quality 
  - 0.55 0.46 0.52 
4. Satisfaction     - 0.81 0.79 
5. Loyalty     - 0.79 
Note. ** p<.001. 
 
Appendix V presents cross-factor loadings of construct items for the final revised 
model. All items loaded higher on their respective constructs than on others, which 
provides further support for discriminant validity.  Given all of the information, the 
model indicates both discriminant and convergent validity.  Aside from weak 
discriminant validity among the loyalty and satisfaction constructs, all measures of the 
constructs are distinct.  Furthermore, the indicators load on the appropriate constructs 
satisfactorily.  
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 
Evaluation of the model was conducted using structural equation modeling (SEM) 
using AMOS.  SEM can analyze both observed variables and latent variables, which are 
not measured directly but estimated from several observed variables, at the same time 
(Kline, 2011).  SEM can be applied in three situations: theory development (exploratory 
modeling), theory comparison (testing alternative models) and as in this study theory 
testing (confirmatory modeling) (Kline, 2011).  
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The full structural model was tested for goodness-of-fit indices, path coefficients, 
explanatory power and parsimony. The goodness-of-fit indices used in the study were 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) based in the threshold values of >0.90 for TLI and CFI and 
<_0.80 for RMSEA (Kline, 2011).  
Structural Model 
The original measurement model consisted of seven constructs: information 
quality (IQ), communication style (CS), self-image congruence (SI), trust (TR), service 
quality (SQ), satisfaction (SAT), and loyalty (LOY).  Table 10 and Figure 2 present the 
initial proposed structural model with path coefficients (β) and corresponding 
significances.   Goodness-of-fit indices showed that the initial proposed structural model 
was only a marginal fit to the data: !!(575)=10828.15, p<0.001; CFI=0.86; TLI=0.85; 
RMSEA=0.07.  
 
Table 10 
 
AMOS Path Model Results -- Original Proposed Model 
 
Dependent Variable Independent Variable b t-value Hypothesis 
SI (R2=0.74) CS 0.86  23.38* H1 
SQ (R2=0.98) SI 0.05    3.08* H2 
SQ (R2=0.98) IQ 0.01    1.52 H3 
SAT (R2=0.98) SQ 0.99  52.77* H4 
SAT (R2=0.98) SI 0.01    0.31 H5 
LOY (R2=0.98) SAT 0.93  23.42* H6 
TR (R2=0.78) SI 0.88  32.64* H7 
LOY (R2=0.98) TR 0.07    1.75 H8 
SQ (R2=0.98) TR 0.95  61.11* H9 
              Note. b is a standardized coefficient 
              Note. * All b values are significant at p<.001 (two-tailed). 
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Figure 2. Structural model of original proposed model with standardized path coefficients. 
 Note. *p < 0.001. 
The strength of the relationships between the constructs can be noted from the 
path coefficient values.  As can be seen in Table 11 and Figure 2, in the initial proposed 
model, communication style had a direct significant impact on self-image congruence (β 
= 0.86, p < 0.001).  Self-image congruence had significant effects on trust (β = 0.88, p < 
0.001). Trust had a significant impact on service quality β = 0.95, p < 0.001).  Service 
quality had a strong direct significant impact on satisfaction (β = 0.99, p < 0.001). 
Satisfaction had a significant effect on program loyalty (β = 0.93, p < 0.001).  
Information quality did not significantly impact the model in any manner.  Self-image 
congruence did not have a significant impact on service quality or satisfaction, and trust 
did not significantly impact program loyalty.  Five of the hypotheses in the initial 
proposed model were supported by the data.   
However, due to the model’s marginal fit to the data a revised model (Table 11 
and Figure 3) was deemed necessary.  The revised final structural model indicated a good 
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fit to the data: !! 575 = 6268.73, ! < 0.001, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.06 
(CI=0.06, 0.07).  All factor loadings of the indicators were statistically significant, ps < 
0.001, ranging from 0.639 (q7_2 on SIW) to 0.965 (q5_25 on IQS).  Table 11 and Figure 
3 present the revised final structural model with path coefficients (β) and corresponding 
significances. 
Service quality was eliminated from the initial proposed model, as it did not have 
significant relationships with either self-image congruence or information quality (two of 
the three constructs of focus in this study).  Furthermore, trust only had a significant 
relationship with service quality and was therefore also removed from the model.  Finally, 
new relationships among constructs were explored to allow for an adequate goodness of 
fit, as seen in the revised final model.  
To ascertain the extent to which variances in the constructs can be explained by 
the revised final model, R2 values of the dependent constructs were calculated and found 
to be significant (Hulland, 1999).  As displayed in Table 12, findings show that R2 values 
were as follows: self-image congruence is 0.43, satisfaction is 0.57, loyalty is 0.84, and 
information quality is 0.31. For example, communication style explained 43% of the 
variance in self-image congruence.  
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Table 11 
 
AMOS Path Results -- Constructs of Revised Final Structural Model –  
 
Dependent Variable Independent 
Variable 
b t-value 
SI (R2=0.43) CS 0.65 14.12* 
SAT (R2=0.57) SI 0.17   3.61* 
LOY (R2=0.84) SAT 0.92 25.94* 
IQ (R2=0.31) SI 0.55 11.51* 
SAT (R2=0.60) IQ 0.65 12.10* 
 Note *p < 0.001. 
 
Figure 3.  Structural model of final revised model constructs with standardized path 
coefficients. Note. *p < 0.001. 
As can be seen in the revised final model, communication style had a strong 
significant impact on self-image congruence (β = 0.65, p < 0.001).  Self-image 
congruence had significant effects on both perceived information quality (β = 0.55, p < 
0.001) and, to a lesser degree, satisfaction (β = 0.17, p < 0.001).  Information quality, 
with a path coefficient of 0.65 on satisfaction (p < 0.001), is a strong predictor of 
satisfaction. Satisfaction, in turn, is a very strong predictor of program loyalty (β = 0.92, 
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p < 0.001). All five hypotheses in the revised final model were supported by the data. The 
results indicated that members are more satisfied with the hotel reward programs and 
ultimately more loyal partially because of self-image congruence with communication 
style.  
Second-order loadings 
As seen in Table 12 and Figure 4, the structural model coefficients linking the 
dimensions (sub-constructs) with their associated constructs are all significant and in the 
expected direction.    
The loading for employee communication style (CSE) is 0.85, indicating that 
communication style construct (CS) explains 72 (= (0.85)
2
)% of the variance in 
employee communication style.  Similarly, the loading for company website 
communication style (CSW) is 0.74, indicating that communication style (CS) explains 
55 percent of the variance in company website communication style.  The loading of 
communication style of social media (CSS) is 0.50, suggesting that communication style 
(CS) explains 25 % of the variance in social media communication style.  Finally, 
communication style of personal connections such as family, friends and colleagues (CSP) 
has a loading of 0.76, which indicates that the construct communication style (CS) 
explains 58 percent of the variance in this dimension. 
Self-image congruence with communication sources is another construct with 
second-order factors.  The factor loading of self-image congruence with program 
employees (SIE = 0.95) indicates that self-image congruence (SI) explains 90 percent of 
the variance in this dimension.  Similarly, the loadings of self-congruence with company 
website (SIW), social media (SIS), and personal connections (SIP) are 0.88, 0.51 and 
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0.66.  This indicates that the variance of each of these dimensions explained the self-
image congruence construct (SI) is 77 percent, 26 percent, and 44 percent respectively. 
Finally, various types of communication impact information quality.  The 
loadings of employee information quality (IQE), company website information quality 
(IQW), social media information quality (IQS), and personal connections information 
quality (IQP) are 0.84, 0.79, 0.50 and 0.70.  This indicates that the variance of each of 
these dimensions explained by the information quality construct (IQ) is 71 percent, 62 
percent, 25 percent, and 49 percent respectively. 
Table 12 
AMOS Path Results for Dimensions of Revised Final Structural Model  
Dimensions  Second-
order 
loading 
estimates 
(b) 
t-values 
Communication style (CS)   
CSE 0.85 22.83* 
CSW 0.74 17.12* 
CSS 0.50 10.99* 
CSP 0.76  fixed to 1 
Self-image congruence (SI)   
SIE 0.95 24.14* 
SIW 0.88  fixed to 1 
SIS 0.51 11.53* 
SIP 0.66 15.29* 
Information Quality (IQ)   
IQE 0.84  fixed to 1 
IQW 0.79 18.53* 
IQS 0.50 11.10* 
IQP 0.70 16.76* 
Note.*p < 0.001.  
Overall, the magnitude and significance of the loading estimates indicate that all 
dimensions of communication style, self-image congruence and information quality are 
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relevant in predicting satisfaction and program loyalty.  Furthermore, the dimensions of 
communication style are relevant in predicting self-image congruence; the dimensions of 
self-image congruence are relevant in predicting information quality and, to a lesser 
degree, satisfaction.  Finally, the dimensions of information quality are relevant in 
predicting satisfaction, which in turn has a significant impact on program loyalty. 
 
 
Figure 4. Full structural model of revised final model with standardized path coefficients. 
Note. *p < 0.001. 
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Hypotheses Results 
Based on the above AMOS path model results for the final revised model, the 
following conclusions can be made about the original proposed hypotheses H1 through 
H5 (Table 13) and H6 through H10 (Table 14) of this study. 
Table 13 
 
Original Proposed Model Hypotheses H1 through H5 Results 
Hypotheses    Result 
H1: The style of company-created and customer-created communication is 
related to communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program 
members 
Supported 
H1a: The style of company-created electronic communication is related to the 
communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program members 
Supported 
H1b: The style of company employees’ communication is related to 
communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program members 
Supported 
H1c: The style of customer-created electronic communication (eWOM) is 
related to communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program 
members 
Supported 
H1d: The style of customer-created personal communication (traditional WOM) 
is related communication channel self-image congruence of loyalty program 
members 
Supported 
H2: Self-image congruence with the communication channel is positively related 
to perceived service quality 
Not supported 
H3:  Quality of information is positively related to perceived service quality Not supported 
H3a:  Quality of information provided by company-created electronic 
communication is positively related to perceived service quality 
Not supported 
H3b: Quality of information provided by communication with company 
employees is positively related to perceived service quality 
Not supported 
H3c: Quality of information provided by customer-created electronic 
communication (eWOM) is positively related to perceived service quality 
Not supported 
H3d: Quality of information provided by program members’ personal 
communication (traditional WOM) is positively related to perceived service 
quality 
Not supported 
H4: Perceived service quality is positively related to satisfaction Not supported 
H5: Self-image congruence with the communication channel is positively related 
to satisfaction 
Supported 
Note.  *supported with deletion of SQ and TR as in revised final model   
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Table 14 
 
Original Proposed Model Hypotheses H6 through H10 Results 
Hypotheses    Result 
H6: Satisfaction is positively related to program loyalty Supported 
H7: Self-image congruence with the communication channel is positively related 
to trust 
Not supported 
H8: Trust is positively related to program loyalty  Not supported 
H9: Style of communication is related to program loyalty through the mediation 
of self-image congruence, perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust 
Partially 
supported * 
H9a: Style of company-created electronic communication is related to program 
loyalty through the mediation of self-image congruence, perceived service 
quality, satisfaction, and trust 
Partially 
supported * 
H9b: Style of company employees’ communication is related to program loyalty 
through the mediation of self-image congruence, perceived service quality,  
satisfaction, and trust 
Partially 
supported * 
H9c: Style of customer-created electronic communication (eWOM) is related to 
program loyalty through the mediation of self-image congruence, perceived 
service quality, satisfaction, and trust 
Partially 
supported * 
H9d: Style of customer-created personal communication (traditional WOM)  
is related to program loyalty through the mediation of self-image congruence, 
perceived service quality, satisfaction, and trust 
Partially 
supported * 
H10: Information quality of the communication channel is related to program 
loyalty through the mediation of perceived service quality and satisfaction 
Partially 
supported * 
H10a: Information quality of company-created electronic communication is 
positively related to program loyalty through the mediation of perceived service  
quality and satisfaction 
Partially 
supported * 
H10b: Information quality of company employees’ communication is positively 
related to program loyalty through the mediation of perceived service quality and 
satisfaction 
Partially 
supported* 
H10c: Information quality of customer-created communication electronic 
communication (eWOM) is positively related to program loyalty through the 
mediation of perceived service quality and satisfaction 
Partially 
supported * 
H10d: Information quality of customer-created personal communication 
(traditional WOM) is positively related to program loyalty through the  
 mediation of  perceived service quality and satisfaction 
Partially 
supported * 
Note.  *supported with deletion of SQ and TR as in revised final model   
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter presents the major implications of the findings of this study. The 
results are discussed and implications are suggested for the hospitality industry and the 
hospitality literature. The final revised model provides a framework for increasing the 
loyalty of hotel reward program members via communication.  This paper also provides a 
theory-based model combined with empirical results. It applies social identity theory 
(self-image congruence) to communication style to better understand the impact of 
communication styles and information quality on previously established loyalty 
antecedents and ultimately member loyalty.  Finally, this chapter concludes with a 
discussion of the study limitations and recommendations for future research. 
Summary of the Findings 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of communication 
typologies and their respective styles and quality of information provided on hotel reward 
program member loyalty via self-image congruence, trust, service quality, and 
satisfaction.  An online survey was conducted by ResearchNow (eRewards)  between 
July 25 and July 30, 2012.  The survey invitation was sent to hotel loyalty program 
members mainly in the US resulting in a total sample size of 575.  Through structural 
equation modeling (SEM), goodness-of-fit indices, path coefficients, and explanatory 
power were used to evaluate the overall model fit, the contribution to explaining reward 
program members’ attitude toward communication styles and information quality of 
different communication channels, and the impact this ultimately has on their loyalty to 
their chosen hotel reward programs.  
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An initial proposed model and a revised final model were developed and 
examined based on social identity theory and more specifically self-image congruence. 
The initial proposed model examined the effects that information quality and self-image 
congruence with communication styles of communication provided by different channels 
have on previously established loyalty antecedents (trust, service quality, and satisfaction) 
and ultimately member loyalty. Due to a marginal goodness of fit, the model was revised 
by eliminating the trust and service quality constructs.  Service quality was eliminated 
from the initial proposed model as it did not have significant relationships with either 
self-image congruence or information quality (two of the three constructs of focus in this 
study).  Furthermore, trust only had a significant relationship with service quality and was 
therefore also removed from the model.  Finally, new relationships among constructs 
were explored to allow for an adequate goodness of fit and a more parsimonious model. 
Managerial Implications 
Several important managerial implications have emerged from this research.  
Because of technological advances such as the Internet and social media platforms the 
importance of communication is becoming more relevant to customer satisfaction and 
loyalty. This study emphasizes for the first time the importance of self-image congruence 
with communication channels on the satisfaction and loyalty of program members.  
Loyalty programs should very much consider and reflect how people perceive themselves.  
Through recognition of the concept of self-image congruence and its relationships with 
communication and a solid understanding of their target markets, management can better 
develop a community of loyal reward program members. 
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Communication Style 
Although all four dimensions of communication style (employee, personal 
contacts, program website, and social media) are relevant in predicting self-image 
congruence, there are differences in relevance.  The results show that the most relevant 
dimension is employee communication style (CSE).  The second most relevant is the 
communication style of personal contacts (CSP), followed by website communication 
style (CSW).  Finally, the communication style of social media shows to be the least 
relevant in predicting self-image congruence.  These results yield several important 
managerial implications.  First, management needs to investigate the demographic 
composition of their target markets.  For example, if the majority of the target market is 
older, a style of personal communication through employees or personal connections may 
be preferred.  This is evident in the sample profile of this study where CSE and CSP were 
most relevant in predicting self-image congruence.  Conversely, social media style (CSS) 
was least relevant in predicting self-image congruence.  This may suggest that the impact 
of social media in marketing efforts is dependent on who is using it.  At the same time, 
the respondents in this study rate the communication style of program websites nearly as 
high as the communication style of their personal connections.  This may be due to the 
fact that the sample consists largely of highly educated participants who are comfortable 
interacting with websites, which have been prevalent in society far longer than social 
media.  Prior to allocating marketing resources, management needs to investigate their 
target market preference and relevance of the communication style dimensions they use.  
For example, younger members (less than 45 years) may find communication style of 
social media to be more relevant than communication style of employees.  On the other 
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hand, the demographic represented in more than 70% of this sample shows that members 
older than 45 years find the communication style of employees to be more relevant in 
their attitudes.  This is vital in planning for future membership marketing, as the older 
segments of tomorrow will have different needs and expectations than the older segments 
of today.  Overall, the results reveal that customization, professionalism, interactivity, 
friendliness and attentiveness of the communication channel have a significant impact on 
the target market’s self-image congruence.  An appropriate application of this concept by 
management can make all the difference in the success of rewards program. 
Self-image Congruence 
All four self-image congruence dimensions are relevant in predicting perceived 
quality of reward program information and program satisfaction.  This construct has a 
strong impact on information quality, which serves as a mediator to satisfaction.  
Furthermore, it has a lesser (yet significant) direct impact on satisfaction. The dimensions 
of self-image congruence are more relevant to information quality than to satisfaction.  
The most relevant dimension in predicting information quality (IQ) and satisfaction (SAT) 
is self-congruence with employees (SIE).  The second most relevant is the self-
congruence with program website (SIW), followed by self-congruence with personal 
connections (SIP).  Finally, the self-congruence with social media (SIS) is the least 
relevant in predicting information quality and satisfaction.   
Since the most relevant dimensions are communication provided by employees 
and the program website, management has an invaluable opportunity with a target market 
such as the  participants profiled in this study.  As opposed to communication from social 
media (such as eWOM and C2C exchange) and personal connections, company-created 
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communication (provided by website and employees) is completely under the control of 
the reward program.  This suggests a situation of diminished power of potential negative 
influences such as eWOM and personal WOM.  On the other hand, positive influences 
created by the program via social media are also diminished with this profile of program 
membership.  With a target market mirroring these respondents, management is unable to 
realize the full potential that social media can offer.   
It is through self-image congruence that management can build a sense of 
community throughout the program.  This is not only important to keeping traditional 
means of communication effective, but vital to the survival of both company-created 
(websites, program managed blogs) and customer-created electronic communication 
(C2C customer exchange, reviews) in keeping members engaged enough to keep these 
channels alive and propel positive eWOM. 
Social identity theory would suggest that by promoting a social club type of 
environment that members would become more influenced by the communication within 
or directed to the social group.  However, although not previously evaluated until this 
study, self-identity with the style of all communication channels must be considered.  
Therefore, management should strive to provide and participate in various information 
channels with communication styles that best satisfy their member profile.   For example, 
by not participating in C2C customer exchange forums such as flyertalk.com, hotel 
programs may be seen not only as uncaring but unresponsive to the member needs of 
those who prefer social media as a communication channel.  Conversely, programs that 
have active official representatives in such customer-created forums are often highly 
regarded by members and trusted more than information provided in a company-created 
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forum (Berezan, Raab, Tanford & Kim, in press). 
In fact, many hotel reward programs use the term club as part of the program 
name (e.g. Intercontinental Hotel Group’s “Priority Club”) to evoke an aura of both 
exclusivity and belonging, along with associated members-only benefits.  In essence, it is 
suggesting a social structure.  This club further emphasizes member benefits by using the 
word “priority”, suggesting members receive priority treatment.  By doing this, programs 
are setting up expectations for their members that must be at a minimum met or best 
surpassed.  Social structures can only be built on and maintained through a sense of 
community, which if properly executed and maintained, has been shown to be very 
successful in online environments such as social media platforms. 
In summary, hotel reward programs should understand which members identify 
with which communication channels.  Therefore, companies need to tailor company-
created communication or participation in customer-created communication accordingly.  
For example, some members may wish to receive a member guide in print whereas others 
may not only prefer the convenience of an electronic version, but may also be concerned 
about paper waste and the carbon footprint caused from shipping and/or printing. 
Information Quality 
The four dimensions of information quality (IQ) are relevant in predicting 
satisfaction (SAT).  The most relevant dimension in predicting SAT is employee 
information quality (IQE), followed by website information quality, information quality 
of personal connections, and finally information quality of social media. The relevance of 
each communication channel for information quality is in-line with the relevance of the 
four communication style dimensions.  The importance of employees to provide 
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information that is trustworthy, clear, useful, timely and thorough is magnified because of 
the direct impact this construct has on satisfaction. Regardless of the weight, the 
information quality of each channel is relevant in predicting satisfaction and therefore 
management must not ignore channels of seemingly lesser importance. 
Satisfaction and Loyalty 
 As expected, satisfaction has a very strong impact on program loyalty.  In 
summary, the results of this study reveal to managers how hotel reward program 
members’ identification with communication channels affects information quality, 
satisfaction and ultimately loyalty.  The results show that live interpersonal 
communication is crucial to this target market. Management should realize that this is not 
necessarily unique to this target market.  By the nature of loyalty programs that promise 
special recognition according to membership (Lemon, White, & Winer, 2002), members 
may expect interpersonal communication as a service standard.  Customers expect a 
sense of appreciation and recognition, which often may only be satisfied through direct 
personal contact.   
 Despite technological advances, the importance of human resource management 
was magnified in this research, such as creating organizational harmony and establishing 
a service culture while at the same time motivating and satisfying employees.  The 
dissemination of accurate information to employees is particularly crucial, thus 
emphasizing the continued importance of initial and ongoing employee training.   It is 
also important to note that although social media currently is often seen as a marketing 
panacea, the results in this study showed that this channel was less relevant than other 
channels of communication.  This result confirms what most marketing studies reveal – 
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that it is crucial for management to know who their customers are.   In this study, the 
respondents were older, educated with incomes above $50,000, which may be 
representative for the frequent leisure travel market and indicative for active reward club 
members. Through this knowledge programs can customize communication to provide 
the information that individual reward member want, in a style that they can relate to, and 
when they want it. Furthermore, if managers want to extend their social media focus, they 
should find a way of providing a personal touch with this type of communication. An 
example of the effectiveness of personalization in social media was revealed by Berezan, 
Raab, Tanford and Kim (in press). They found members of online travel forums praising 
programs with employees who participated actively in the forum to assist and inform 
members.  In fact, many forum members stated their preference for the communication 
provided by the program.  In fact, they were communicating that this kind of information 
was often more accurate, more timely, and more responsive than traditional methods.    
 However, no matter the channel and style of communication deemed as ‘most 
preferred’ by different member segments, a balanced combination of communication 
types and styles may be the most effective way of building a sense of community or club 
in these programs.  An example of this is the online forum flyertalk.com, where the 
channels of social media, personal contacts, and employees have become intertwined to 
create a loyal community of members.  This customer-created blog for frequent travelers 
has become a working community by first attracting those that wished to share and seek 
information about frequent travel programs and their experiences on a social media 
(eWOM) platform.  As this community grew, individual members became official forum 
moderators and thereby have an influence in how the community is managed.  The 
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communication via eWOM is now complemented by the local meet-ups where members 
meet in person to socialize and share information that members from all around the world 
arrange.  Furthermore, flyertalk now hosts workshops on how to maximize program 
benefits in different cities.  Finally, as previously mentioned, many loyalty programs now 
have official program representatives as active members on flyertalk to ensure that the 
C2C information is accurate, answer questions, and deal with customer rants or 
complaints. 
Although tangible program attributes such as benefits and rewards are easy to imitate, 
communication-related aspects may be a way for programs to differentiate themselves 
from the competition.  Communication may both enhance the perceived benefits and 
invoke a sense of community through the connection of self-image congruence with 
quality of information and communication style. 
Theoretical Contributions 
This study contributes to the literature on communication, self-image congruence, 
and customer loyalty. Previously established antecedents of loyalty include: service 
quality, switching costs, value, satisfaction, commitment, communication, and trust.  The 
impacts of communication style and information quality on satisfaction and loyalty have 
never been evaluated in the hospitality literature until now.  Moreover, the application of 
social identity theory to explore self-image congruence with communication channels has 
not previously been used to investigate satisfaction or loyalty. 
The results of this study extend on previous research on social identity theory and 
self-image congruence.  Moreover, this study establishes the concept of  ‘communication 
identity management’.  Successful marketing communication often requires brand 
 
 
102 
identity management and consideration of social identity as the starting point for building 
brand loyalty (Madhavaram, Badrinarayanan, & McDonald, 2005).  This study posits that 
successful marketing communication requires communication identity management and 
consideration of social identity and self-image congruence with communication channels, 
in addition to brand identity management.  Due to the membership aspect of reward 
programs tested in this study, understanding and applying social identity theory and the 
self-image congruence concept is vital to the success of such programs.  However, 
because every member has a different self-image, applying this theory can present a 
tremendous challenge to marketers. Through the identification of the relevance of 
different communication styles in predicting self-image congruence, this study adds to 
previous research on social identity theory, communication, and loyalty.    
Furthermore, the findings of this study introduce a significant path from style of 
communication to self-image congruence and self-image congruence to information 
quality.  The study successfully incorporates social identity theory as a theoretical 
foundation to bridge the relationship between communication styles of both traditional 
and electronic company and customer created communication channels and program 
loyalty.  
 In addition, this study contributes to the existing literature by testing the relevance 
of communication style dimensions on predicting self-image congruence.  Previous 
research largely considered the self-image congruence with brands and posited that 
people buy certain brands not only for utility, but to support or build their self-image 
(Sirgy, 1986; Sirgy et al., 1997).  In other words, self-image congruence with a brand has 
a positive impact on intent to purchase.  On the other hand, this study shows that just as 
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with brands people will choose a communication channel not only based on utility 
(information quality), but to support or build their self-image. 
This research also confirmed significant relationships between self-image 
congruence, satisfaction and loyalty as established in research.  Although some research 
considers loyalty to be an antecedent of satisfaction (Petrick, 1999), the significant paths 
in this study support the literature that shows customer satisfaction to be a potential 
antecedent of loyalty (Anderson & Srinivasan, 2003; Bennett, Hartel, & McCoy, 2005; 
Bowen & Chen, 2001; Lam, Shankar, Erramilli, & Murthy, 2004; Yang & Peterson, 
2004). 
Furthermore, the significant path between self-image congruence with 
communication and satisfaction found in this study extends on previous research that 
satisfaction may result from self-image congruence (Chon, 1992; Oliver, 1997). 
Additionally, this study extends on previous research that found product 
knowledge (information) and self-image congruence to impact loyalty (Labrecque, 
Krishen, & Grzeskowiak, 2011) by considering the constructs of communication style 
and information quality.  The results of this study showed that the dimensions of 
communication style of different channels were relevant in predicting self-image 
congruence and that the dimensions of self-image congruence with communication 
channels were relevant in predicting information quality.  Furthermore, the study found 
that information quality had a significant impact on satisfaction.  Yet another theoretical 
contribution is the confirmation of significant impacts of self-image congruence on 
customer satisfaction and customer loyalty as found in the literature (Chon, 1992; Beerli, 
Meneses, & Gil, 2007). 
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Furthermore, this study adds to the literature by empirically supporting Berezan et 
al.’s (in press) qualitative study on hotel loyalty programs.  The findings that both 
communication style and information quality impacted loyalty antecedents for hotel 
reward program members (Berezan et al., in press) were confirmed by this study.  
Specifically, significant relationships were found to show that communication style and 
information quality ultimately impact member loyalty after first affecting the established 
antecedent of satisfaction. 
Finally, fostering a sense of community among members by supporting their 
ability to interact and enjoy loyalty program benefits with each other can also increase 
attachment to the program, its participants, and ultimately the service provider 
(Rosenbaum, Ostrom, & Kuntze, 2005).  However, this is only possible by supporting 
communication among members.  Social media is one avenue where companies could 
nurture such communities to their benefit (particularly C2C know-how exchange and 
other forums).  McCall and Vorhees (2010, p. 49) stress the importance of future research 
to evaluate factors that “drive a sense of community in a program.”  Such a sense of 
community is impacted by self-image congruence.  This study adds to the literature by 
suggesting that style of communication is indeed a driver of self-image congruence with 
communication type.  In the digital world where online communities are based on 
communication, this self-image congruence is in effect a driver of the “sense of 
community” to which McCall and Vorhees (2010) refer. 
In conclusion, despite the apparent influence that communication has on loyalty, 
no study until now has evaluated the typologies (company-created and customer-created), 
dimensions (electronic and in-person), and attributes of information provided in terms of 
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their impact on program loyalty.  This research addresses this gap by evaluating how the 
quality of the information provided and the style in which it is communicated impact 
program loyalty.  Furthermore, this study takes a social identity perspective of member-
communication relationship, suggesting that communication style impacts loyalty 
through self-image congruence with communication channels and information quality.  It 
is through communication that people express identification or belonging to groups.  
Therefore, without communication such a sense of belongingness may be negatively 
impacted or never develop.  Furthermore, without congruence between communication 
and member self-image, the information provided may not result in what it was intended 
to do – positively impact program loyalty. 
Measurement Scales 
 Another contribution to theory is the adaption of previously established scales to 
achieve a greater level of reliability in addition to parsimony.  In particular, scales for 
information quality, communication style, self-image congruence and program loyalty 
were modified in this study and may provide more efficient scales for future research. 
Communication – Information Quality and Communication Style 
Measures for both information quality and communication style were based on 
how the literature defined effective communication (Ball, Coehlo, & Machas, 2004; 
Ganesan, 1994; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Ndubisi & Chan, 2005).  Although the literature 
shows a history of measuring communication, there is no consistent measure for 
communication style or information quality.  Initially the information quality dimension 
evaluated for each channel of communication in this study, included: trustworthiness, 
accuracy, clarity, helpfulness, usefulness, timeliness, continuity, proactivity, accessibility, 
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and thoroughness.  Communication style dimensions for each channel in this study was 
initially examined based on participants’ agreement with the following descriptions: 
positive, personalized, customized, professional, interactive, easy, pleasant, courteous, 
friendly, attentive, and responsive.  The final measures used in this study each included 
five items and resulted in a high level of reliability and parsimony for both information 
quality (trustworthy, clear, useful, timely, thorough) (Cronbach’s α =0.96) and 
communication style (customized, professional, interactive, friendly, attentive)  
(Cronbach’s α =0.95). 
Self-image Congruence  
 Scale items were adapted from Sirgy et al.'s (1997) measures of self-image 
congruence used for brand identification (5-point Likert; Cronbach’s alpha = .83).  By 
changing verbiage from “Wearing Reebok shoes” to “Using the program website” and 
removing the phrase “in casual situations”, the new scale measures self-image 
congruence with communication channels.  Additionally, this survey uses a 7-point 
Likert scale instead of the 5-point used by Sirgy et al.  The final scale used in this study 
had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91. 
Program Loyalty 
An overall program loyalty measurement consisting of items from Hue et al.’s  
(2010) program loyalty scale (Cronbach’s α=0.92), and Matilla’s (2006) behavioural 
loyalty (Cronbach’s α=0.93) and affective commitment (Cronbach’s α=0.91) scales was 
created for this study. The new scale resulted in a Cronbach’s α of 0.94 and consists of 
the following items: “I say positive things to others about this program”; “I consider this 
program to be my first choice”; “I am highly committed to my relationship with this 
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program”; “I have a strong preference for this program”; and “I would recommend this 
program to others”. 
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 
 As in every study, this study has some limitations that should be addressed in 
future research.  First, the study was performed using an online survey, thereby restricting 
the ability to generalize findings beyond those that use the Internet.  Therefore, it is not 
representative of all hotel loyalty program members.  Furthermore, the use of an existing 
survey panel (through ResearchNow) may result in inaccurate responses as participants 
are active survey respondents and may be motivated to participate solely for the reward 
they are given from the data collection company.  In effect, participants may have trained 
themselves to complete surveys expeditiously but inaccurately in order to receive more 
survey opportunities and thereby more rewards.  Additionally, the results of the study are 
only applicable to existing reward program members (the sample) and therefore may not 
be useful in attracting new members but rather can only be used for retaining the current 
membership base.  The demographic profile of the study also presents some limitations.  
For example, nearly 56% of participants were over age 55, with 34% between ages 35 to 
54, and less than 12% under the age of 34.  Therefore, the future of hotel reward program 
members may not be adequately represented.  Another demographic limitation to the 
study is the sample consisting mainly of leisure travelers (74%), further limiting the 
generalizability of results. 
Future research should consider segmenting according to the above-mentioned 
demographic segments, as well as segmenting according to tier levels, average spend per 
night, hotel class typically frequented, and loyalty program brand.  Furthermore, future 
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studies should consider the impact that self-congruence with communication channel has 
on self-congruence with brand identity, thereby making a direct connection with brand 
identity research.  Additionally, differences in the impact on loyalty between ideal and 
actual self-congruence with communication style would be worthy of investigation.  
Finally, the results of this study suggest that the balance of the Loyalty Circle may have 
shifted with the continued growth of the Internet (such as company websites and eWOM).  
Therefore, communication may now have more weight on loyalty than the other 
components of the Loyalty Circle (Shoemaker & Lewis, 2003).   A re-examination of 
Shoemaker’s Loyalty Circle (2003) would shed light on any potential shift in weight of 
its components - the “required” equal balance of process, value and communication.   
Summary 
This chapter identified several important managerial and theoretical implications 
for the hospitality industry and literature.  For the first time the impact of communication 
style on self-congruence was tested.  Furthermore, the results showed newly discovered 
significant paths between the following: communication style and self-congruence with 
communication channels; and self-congruence with communication channels and 
information quality; and finally, information quality and satisfaction.  Additionally, the 
previously established links between self-congruence and satisfaction, and satisfaction 
and loyalty were supported by the results of this study.   
The results also suggest that hotel loyalty programs must consider the significant 
impact of communication style on satisfaction and ultimately program loyalty.  In 
addition, it was found that it is crucial for programs to foster member self-congruence 
with communication.  In this way programs can better develop and maintain the sense of 
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community that is vital to membership loyalty, no matter the communication channel 
used.  Furthermore, this study established the concept of ‘communication identity 
management’, indicating that successful marketing communication requires consideration 
of social identity and self-image congruence with communication channels.  Finally, the 
study posits that communication identity management is vital in order to develop and 
sustain a loyal membership.   
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APPENDIX II 
ORIGINAL CONSTRUCT MEASUREMENT QUESTIONS AND SOURCES 
Construct Original Questions Source 
Self-image 
congruence 
with 
communication 
style 
Self-image congruence (5-point Likert; alpha = .83) 
Wearing Reebok shoes in casual situations is consistent 
with how I see myself. 
Wearing Reebok shoes in casual situations reflects who I 
am. 
People similar to me wear Reebok shoes in casual 
situations. 
Sirgy et al 
(1997) 
Service quality Functional Service Quality (9-point Likert) 
Courtesy and friendliness. 
Competence and ability to explain. 
Competence and ability to explain services and policies. 
Trustworthiness and confidentiality. 
Availability to answer your questions. 
Responsiveness to your requests. 
Efficiency in handling your transactions. 
 
Technical Service Quality (9-point Likert) 
Fast account/balance information. 
Confidentiality of information transfer. 
Ease of handling your banking needs. 
Overdraft facility. 
Cost of services. 
Interest results. 
Reporting of results. 
Ease and frequency of contact. 
Attentiveness to your banking needs 
 
Overall Service Quality  (5-point Likert; alpha > 0.7) 
My overall opinion of the services provided by this brand is 
very good.  
I always have an excellent experience when I interact with 
DELL laptop service provider. 
I feel good about what DELL laptop service provider 
provides to its customers. 
 
Walfried et 
al. (2000) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kaveh 
(2012) 
Satisfaction Consumption Satisfaction Scale (alpha consistently in 
0.9 range) 
This is one of the best ____ I could have bought 
This ___ is exactly what I need (reverse) 
This ___ has not worked out as well as I thought it would 
I am satisfied with ___ (my decision to buy ___). 
Oliver 
(2010) 
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Construct Original Questions Source 
Sometimes I have mixed feelings about having purchased 
___. (reverse) 
My choice to buy ___ was a wise one. 
If I could do it over again, I would buy a different ___. 
(reverse) 
I have truly enjoyed this ___. 
I feel bad (guilty) about my decision to buy this ___. 
(reverse) 
I am not happy that I bought this ___. (reverse) 
Owning this ___ has been a good experience. 
I am sure it was the right thing to buy this ___. 
Trust Competence (7-point Likert; alpha = 0.88) 
I think that this Website has the necessary abilities to carry 
out its work 
I think that this Website has sufficient experience in the 
marketing of the products and services that it offers 
I think that this Website has the necessary resources to carry 
out its activities successfully 
I think that this Website knows its users well enough to 
offer them products and services adapted to their needs 
Benevolence (7-point Likert; alpha = 0.83) 
I think that the advice and recommendations given on this 
Website are made in search of mutual benefit 
I think that this Website is concerned with the present and 
future interests of its users 
I think that this Website would not do anything intentional 
that would prejudice the user 
I think that the design and commercial offer of this Website 
take into account the desires and needs of its users 
I think that this Website is receptive to the needs of its users 
Integrity (7-point Likert; alpha = 0.91) 
I think that this Website usually fulfills the commitments it 
assumes 
I think that the information offered by this site is sincere 
and honest 
I think that I can have confidence in the promises that this 
Website makes 
This Website does not make false statements 
This Website is characterized by the frankness and clarity of 
the services that it offers to the consumer 
Flavian et al 
(2006)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Program 
Loyalty 
Program Loyalty (7-point Likert; alpha = .92) 
I like this proposed loyalty program more so than other 
programs  
I have a strong preference for the proposed loyalty program 
I would recommend the proposed loyalty program to others 
Hu et al 
(2010); Yi 
and Jeon 
(2003)  
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Construct Original Questions Source 
Behavioral Loyalty (7-point Likert; alpha = .93) 
Say positive things about their preferred hotel brand to other 
people 
Recommend the preferred hotel brand to other people 
Encourage friends and relatives to do business with the 
preferred hotel brand 
Consider the preferred hotel brand as first choice when 
traveling 
Affective Commitment (7-point Likert; alpha = .91) 
My level of emotional attachment to my preferred hotel 
brand is 1(much higher than average) to 7 (much lower than 
average) 
The strength of my commitment to my relationship with the 
preferred hotel brand is 1 (very high) to 7 (very low) 
My relationship with my preferred hotel brand has a great 
deal of personal meaning, 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly 
disagree) 
 
 
Matilla 
(2006) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Matilla 
(2006) 
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APPENDIX III 
HOTEL REWARD PRGRAM MEMBER WEB-BASED QUESTIONNAIRE 
Your Experience with Hotel Loyalty Programs 
Screeners/Instructions 
Consent form will be inserted here in place of instructions.   1. Your	  age	  group	  
* 18-­‐24	  
* 25-­‐34	  
* 35-­‐44	  
* 45-­‐54	  
* 55-­‐64	  
* 65+	  	  2. How	  many	  times	  (not	  nights)	  have	  you	  stayed	  at	  a	  hotel	  in	  the	  past	  6	  months?	  
* More	  than	  10	  stays	  
* 7-­‐10	  stays	  
* 4-­‐6	  stays	  
* 2-­‐3	  stays	  
* 0-­‐1stays	  (terminate	  survey)	  	  
3. Are	  you	  a	  member	  of	  a	  hotel	  reward	  program?	   Yes	   No	  (terminate	  survey)	  	  
4. 	  Out	  of	  100%,	  what	  portion	  of	  your	  knowledge	  on	  hotel	  loyalty	  programs	  comes	  from	  the	  following:	  (force	  total	  of	  100%)	  	   Program	  website	  	   	   	   	   	   	   ___%	  Program	  Employees	   	   	   	   	   	   ___%	  Social	  media	  (facebook,	  TripAdvisor,	  Flyertalk,	  etc)	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  ___%	  In	  person	  word	  of	  mouth	  	  	   	   	   	   	   ___%	  Other	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   ___%	  	  5. Which	  of	  the	  following	  hotel	  reward	  programs	  do	  you	  belong	  to?	  (select	  all	  that	  apply)	  	  	  
use	  drop-­‐down	  box	  
* Accor,	  Adagion,	  Etap,	  Formula	  1,	  Ibis,	  Mecure,	  M-­‐Gallery,	  Motel	  6,	  Novotel,	  Pullman,	  Sofitel,	  Thallasa	  
* Best	  Western	  
* Carlson,	  Radisson,	  Country	  Inns	  &	  Suites,	  Park	  Inn,	  Park	  Plaza	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* Choice,	  Comfort	  Inn/Suites,	  Clarion,	  Quality	  Inn,	  Econolodge,	  Cambria	  Suites,	  Sleep	  Inn,	  Suburban,	  Rodeway	  Inn,	  MainStay	  Suites,	  Ascend	  Collection	  
* Fairmont	  	  
* Hilton,	  Doubletree,	  Embassy	  Suites,	  Hampton	  Inn,	  Hilton	  Garden	  Inn,	  Conrad,	  Waldorf	  Astoria,	  Home2	  Suites	  
* Hyatt,	  Hyatt	  Regency,	  Park	  Hyatt,	  Grand	  Hyatt,	  Hyatt	  Place,	  Andaz	  
* Intercontinental,	  Crowne	  Plaza,	  Holiday	  Inn,	  Holiday	  Inn	  Express,	  Staybridge	  Suites,	  Candlewood	  Suites,	  Hotel	  Indigo	  
* Marriott,	  Ritz	  Carlton,	  J.W.	  Marriott,	  Courtyard,	  Fairfiel,	  Rennaissance,	  Residence	  Inn,	  SprinHill	  Suites,	  Towne	  Place	  Suites,	  Edition,	  Autograph	  Collection,	  AC	  Hotels	  
* La	  Quinta	  
* Lowes	  
* Omni	  
* Starwood,	  Westin,	  W,	  Le	  Meridien,	  Sheraton,	  Sheraton	  Suites,	  St.	  Regis,	  Aloft,	  Four	  Points,	  The	  Luxury	  Collection	  
* Wyndham,	  Days	  Inn,	  Ramada,	  Super	  8,	  Howard	  Johnson,	  Travelodge,	  Knights	  Inn,	  Microtel,	  Wingate,	  Baymont,	  Hawthorne	  Suites,	  TRYP,	  Dream	  Hotels,	  Night	  Hotels,	  Planet	  Hollywood	  
* None	  of	  these	  (terminate)	  	  6. Which	  of	  the	  hotels	  that	  you	  selected	  is	  your	  preferred	  hotel	  rewards	  program,	  that	  is,	  the	  hotel	  where	  you	  stay	  MOST	  often?	  	  For	  companies	  with	  more	  than	  one	  brand,	  this	  includes	  ALL	  of	  their	  hotels	  (shown	  next	  to	  the	  main	  brand)	  select	  from	  drop-­‐down	  box,	  
only	  allow	  one	  response	  
* Accor,	  Adagion,	  Etap,	  Formula	  1,	  Ibis,	  Mecure,	  M-­‐Gallery,	  Motel	  6,	  Novotel,	  Pullman,	  Sofitel,	  Thallasa	  
* Best	  Western	  
* Carlson,	  Radisson,	  Country	  Inns	  &	  Suites,	  Park	  Inn,	  Park	  Plaza	  
* Choice,	  Comfort	  Inn/Suites,	  Clarion,	  Quality	  Inn,	  Econolodge,	  Cambria	  Suites,	  Sleep	  Inn,	  Suburban,	  Rodeway	  Inn,	  MainStay	  Suites,	  Ascend	  Collection	  
* Fairmont	  	  
* Hilton,	  Doubletree,	  Embassy	  Suites,	  Hampton	  Inn,	  Hilton	  Garden	  Inn,	  Conrad,	  Waldorf	  Astoria,	  Home2	  Suites	  
* Hyatt,	  Hyatt	  Regency,	  Park	  Hyatt,	  Grand	  Hyatt,	  Hyatt	  Place,	  Andaz	  
* Intercontinental,	  Crowne	  Plaza,	  Holiday	  Inn,	  Holiday	  Inn	  Express,	  Staybridge	  Suites,	  Candlewood	  Suites,	  Hotel	  Indigo	  
* Marriott,	  Ritz	  Carlton,	  J.W.	  Marriott,	  Courtyard,	  Fairfiel,	  Rennaissance,	  Residence	  Inn,	  SprinHill	  Suites,	  Towne	  Place	  Suites,	  Edition,	  Autograph	  Collection,	  AC	  Hotels	  
* La	  Quinta	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* Lowes	  
* Omni	  
* Starwood,	  Westin,	  W,	  Le	  Meridien,	  Sheraton,	  Sheraton	  Suites,	  St.	  Regis,	  Aloft,	  Four	  Points,	  The	  Luxury	  Collection	  
* Wyndham,	  Days	  Inn,	  Ramada,	  Super	  8,	  Howard	  Johnson,	  Travelodge,	  Knights	  Inn,	  Microtel,	  Wingate,	  Baymont,	  Hawthorne	  Suites,	  TRYP,	  Dream	  Hotels,	  Night	  Hotels,	  Planet	  Hollywood	  	  7. Do	  you	  engage	  in	  any	  online	  travel-­‐related	  social	  media	  forums,	  discussion	  groups,	  chatrooms,	  or	  social	  networking	  (TripAdvisor,	  Flyertalk,	  Yelp,	  Facebook,	  etc)?	  	  Yes	  (if	  
yes,	  then	  question	  8)	  	  No	  (if	  no,	  then	  question	  10)	  	  8. On	  which	  type	  of	  travel-­‐related	  social	  media	  community	  do	  you	  MOST	  frequently	  communicate	  about	  hotel	  reward	  programs?	  (select	  1)	  
* Online	  travel	  forums	  (TripAdvisor,	  Flyertalk,	  etc.).	  
o Please	  specify	  which	  one:_______________	  (open	  ended	  question)	  
* Facebook	  
* Twitter	  
* Other	  
 
9.    Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
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1)	  I	  often	  post	  reviews	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program.	  	  	  	  	          2)	  I	  often	  post	  advice	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program.	  	  	  	  	  	          3)	  I	  often	  reply	  to	  posted	  questions	  	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	          4)	  I	  often	  seek	  advice	  from	  other	  members	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	          5)	  I	  often	  seek	  advice	  from	  my	  loyalty	  program	  social	  media	  
representative	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	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6)	  I	  often	  complain	  about	  [insert	  brand]	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  	          7)	  I	  often	  read	  to	  obtain	  information	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	          8)	  I	  often	  read	  for	  enjoyment	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	          9)	  I	  often	  seek	  information	  on	  how	  to	  maximize	  point	  accumulation	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	          10)	  I	  often	  seek	  information	  on	  how	  to	  maximize	  program	  benefits	  (such	  as	  upgrades)	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  	          11)	  I	  often	  seek	  information	  on	  how	  to	  more	  efficiently	  obtain	  elite	  status	  with	  [insert	  brand]	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  	          12)	  The	  information	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  	  helps	  me	  to	  maximize	  my	  program	  benefits	  with	  [insert	  brand]	          13)	  The	  information	  on	  [insert	  social	  media]	  helps	  me	  to	  more	  efficiently	  obtain	  elite	  status	  with	  [insert	  brand]	          
 10. 	  Please	  rate	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  you	  agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  the	  following	  statements.	  	  
Order questions randomly  
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Information	  provided	  by	  employees	  of	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  
program	  is	  	          1) trustworthy	  	  	  	  	  	          2)	  accurate	          3)	  clear	          4)	  helpful	          5)	  useful	          6)	  timely	          7)	  continuously	  provided	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8)	  proactively	  provided	          9)	  easy	  to	  access	          10)	  thorough	          
Information	  provided	  by	  [insert	  brand]	  loyalty	  program’s	  website	  is	  	          1)	  trustworthy	          2)	  accurate	          3)	  clear	          4)	  helpful	          5)	  useful	          6)	  timely	          7)	  continuously	  provided	          8)	  proactively	  provided	  	          9)	  easy	  to	  access	          10)	  thorough	          
Information	  provided	  by	  social	  media	  about	  [insert	  brand]’s	  
loyalty	  program	  is	          1)	  trustworthy	          2)	  accurate	          3)	  clear	          4)	  helpful	          5)	  useful	          6)	  timely	          7)	  continuously	  provided	          8)	  proactively	  provided	          9)	  easy	  to	  access	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10)	  thorough	          
      Information provided by my personal contacts about [insert brand]’s    
      loyalty program is  
        
       1) trustworthy        2)	  accurate	          3)	  clear	          4)	  helpful	          5)	  useful	          6)	  timely	          7)	  continuously	  provided	          8)	  proactively	  provided	  	          9)	  easy	  to	  access	          10)	  thorough	          	  	  
11. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
Order questions randomly  
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Communication	  by	  employees	  of	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	  
is	  	          1)	  positive	          2)	  personalized	          3)	  customized	          4)	  professional	          5)	  interactive	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6)	  easy	  	  	          7)	  pleasant	          8)	  courteous	  	          9)	  friendly	  	          10)	  attentive	          11)	  responsive	  	          
The	  website	  of	  [insert	  brand]’s	  loyalty	  program	  is	  	          1)	  positive	          2)	  personalized	          3)	  customized	          4)	  professional	          5)	  interactive	          6)	  easy	  to	  use	  	          7)	  pleasant	  to	  use	          8)	  courteous	  	          9)	  friendly	  	          10)	  attentive	          11)	  responsive	  	          
Social	  media	  is	  	          1)	  positive	          2)	  personalized	          3)	  customized	          4)	  professional	          5)	  interactive	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6)	  easy	  to	  use	          7)	  pleasant	  	          8)	  courteous	  	          9)	  friendly	  	          10)	  attentive	          11)	  responsive	  	          1)	  My	  personal	  contacts	  are	  positive	  in	  communication	          2)	  personalize	  communication	          3)	  customize	  communication	          4)	  professional	  in	  communication	          5)	  Communication	  with	  my	  personal	  contacts	  is	  interactive	          6)	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  communicate	  with	  my	  personal	  contacts	  	          7)	  communicate	  in	  a	  pleasant	  manner	          8)	  communicate	  in	  a	  courteous	  manner	          9)	  communicate	  in	  a	  friendly	  manner	          10)	  are	  attentive	  in	  communication	          11)	  are	  responsive	  in	  communication	          
 
12. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
Order questions randomly  
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Using the [brand’s] rewards program website is consistent with how I see 
myself  
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People similar to me use the [brand’s] rewards program website         
Using the [brand’s] rewards program website reflects who I am         
Using social media is consistent with how I see myself        
People similar to me use social media         
Using social media reflects who I am        
Interacting with [brand’s] rewards program employees is consistent with 
how I see myself 
       
People similar to me interact with [brand’s] rewards program employees         
Interacting with [brand’s] rewards program employees reflects who I am          
Using personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues is 
consistent with how I see myself 
       
People similar to me use personal connections such as 
family/friends/colleagues  
       
Using personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues reflects 
who I am.   
       
 
13. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.(combine 
the following 4 sets of questions and order randomly) 
Order questions randomly  
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11) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  usually	  fulfills	  the	  commitments	  it	  makes	  	          12) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  is	  clear	  regarding	  the	  services	  and	  benefits	  that	  it	  offers	  	          13) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  keeps	  its	  promises	  	          14) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  does	  not	  make	  false	  statements	  	          15) The	  design	  and	  offerings/benefits	  of	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  take	  into	  account	  the	  my	  needs	  as	  a	  member	  	          16) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  would	  not	  do	  anything	  intentional	  that	  would	  harm	  its	  members	  in	  any	  manner	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17) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  staff	  are	  concerned	  with	  the	  interests	  of	  its	  members	  	          18) I	  think	  that	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  knows	  me	  well	  enough	  to	  offer	  services	  and	  benefits	  adapted	  to	  my	  needs	  	          19) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  has	  sufficient	  experience	  in	  providing	  the	  member	  services	  if	  offers	  	          20) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  is	  able	  to	  carry	  out	  its	  purposes	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1) [brand’s] rewards program representatives are readily available to answer 
my questions  
       
2) [brand’s] rewards program representatives are competent         
3) [brand’s] rewards program is easy to use         
4) [brand’s] rewards program representatives are attentive to my needs         
5)It is easy to contact the appropriate [brand’s] rewards program 
representative  
       
6)My [brand’s] rewards program account is accurate         
7)It is easy to get my [brand’s] rewards program account information         
8) [brand’s] rewards program keeps my personal information confidential         
9)My overall opinion of the services provided by [brand’s] rewards 
program is very good  
       
10)I always have an excellent experience when I interact with [brand’s] 
rewards program representatives  
       
11)I feel good about what [brand’s] rewards program provides to me as a 
member  
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1)	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  is	  one	  of	  the	  best	  hotel	  loyalty	  programs	  I	  could	  have	  joined	          2)	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  loyalty	  program	  is	  exactly	  what	  I	  need	          3)	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  has	  not	  worked	  out	  as	  well	  as	  I	  thought	  it	  would	  (R)	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4)	  I	  am	  satisfied	  with	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	          5)	  Sometimes	  I	  have	  mixed	  feelings	  about	  having	  joined	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	          6)	  My	  choice	  to	  join	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  was	  a	  wise	  one	          7)	  If	  I	  could	  do	  it	  over	  again,	  I	  would	  join	  a	  different	  loyalty	  program	          8)	  I	  have	  truly	  enjoyed	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	          9)	  I	  feel	  bad	  about	  my	  decision	  to	  join	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	          10)	  I	  am	  not	  happy	  that	  I	  joined	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  	          
11) Being a member of [brand’s] rewards program has been a good 
experience 
       
12) I am sure it was the right thing to join [brand’s] rewards program        
 
Please answer the following questions for classification purposes only 14. Gender	  	   *	  	  Male	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *Female	  
 15. Marital	  status	  
o Married	  
o Single	  
o Separated	  /	  Divorced	  
o Widowed	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9) I	  have	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  emotional	  commitment	  to	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	          10) I	  say	  positive	  things	  about	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  to	  other	  people	          11) I	  consider	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  to	  be	  my	  first	  choice	          12) I	  am	  highly	  committed	  to	  my	  relationship	  with	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	          13) [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  gives	  me	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  personal	  meaning	  	          14) I	  like	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  more	  than	  other	  programs	          15) I	  have	  a	  strong	  preference	  for	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	          16) I	  would	  recommend	  [brand’s]	  rewards	  program	  to	  others	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16. Your	  educational	  level	  
o Less than high school 
o High school  
o Some college 
o College degree 
o Post-graduate degree 
 17. Employment	  (please	  check	  one).	  
*	  Work	  full	  time	  	   * Work part-time 
*	  Unemployed	  
*	  Retired	   * Full time student 
* Other  
18. 	  Do	  you	  most	  often	  travel	  for	  business,	  leisure,	  or	  other	  reasons	  (check	  one	  answer)?	  
* Business	  
* Leisure	  
* Other	  	  19. How	  many	  hotel	  reward	  programs	  do	  you	  belong	  to?	  
* 1	  
* 2-­‐3	  
* 4-­‐5	  
* 6	  or	  more	  	  	  20. What	  is	  your	  annual	  household	  income	  before	  taxes?	  	  (please	  check	  appropriate	  choice)	  
* Less	  than	  $25,000	  
* $25,001-­‐$50,000	  
* $50,001-­‐$75,000	  
* $75,001-­‐$100,00	  
* More	  than	  $100,000	  	  
Thank you very much for your help. 
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APPENDIX IV 
 
PROPOSED MODEL CFA STATISTICS 
 
 Parameter 
estimates 
(li) 
INFORMATION QUALITY (IQ; CR=0.96; AVE=0.56)   
Information quality of program employees (IQE; CR=0.98; AVE=0.91)   
1. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is trustworthy Etr 0.95 
2. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is clear Ecl 0.96 
3. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is useful Eus 0.96 
4. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is timely Eti 0.94 
5. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is thorough Eth 0.95 
 
Information quality of program website (IQW; CR=0.97; AVE=0.90) 
  
1. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is trustworthy Wtr 0.94 
2. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is clear Wcl 0.97 
3. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is useful Wus 0.95 
4. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is timely Wti 0.92 
5. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is thorough Wth 0.96 
 
Information quality of social media (IQS; CR=0.98; AVE=0.93) 
  
1. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is trustworthy Str 0.97 
2. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is clear Scl 0.98 
3. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is useful Sus 0.97 
4. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is timely Sti 0.96 
5. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is thorough Sth 0.96 
 
Information quality of personal contacts (IQP; CR=0.97; AVE=0.92) 
  
1. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is trustworthy       Ptr 0.96 
2. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is clear Pcl 0.97 
3. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is useful Pus 0.97 
4. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is timely Pti 0.94 
5. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is thorough Pth 0.96 
 
COMMUNICATION STYLE (CS; CR=0.95; AVE=0.57) 
  
Communication style of program employees (CSE; CR=0.96; AVE=0.87)   
1. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is customized Cus 0.87 
2. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is professional Pro 0.96 
3. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is interactive Int 0.91 
4. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is friendly Fri 0.96 
5. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is attentive Att 0.96 
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Communication style of program website (CSW; CR=0.95; AVE=0.81) 
  
1. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is customized  Wcu 0.90 
2. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is professional Wpr 0.87 
3. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is interactive Win 0.89 
4. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is friendly Wfr 0.92 
5. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is attentive Wat 0.94 
 
Communication style of social media (CSS; CR=0.94; AVE=0.77) 
  
1. Social media is customized Smc 0.88 
2. Social media is professional Smp 0.83 
3. Social media is interactive Smi 0.82 
4. Social media is friendly Smf 0.92 
5. Social media is attentive Sma 0.90 
 
Communication style of personal contacts (CSP; CR=0.97; AVE=0.86) 
  
   1. My personal contacts customize communication Pcc 0.90 
2. My personal contacts are professional in communication Pcp 0.93 
3. Communication with my personal contacts is interactive Pci 0.91 
4. My personal contacts communicate in a friendly manner Pcf 0.96 
5. My personal contacts are attentive in communication Pca 0.95 
 
SELF IMAGE CONGRUENCE (SI; CR=0.91; AVE=0.71) 
  
Self image congruence with program website (SIW; CR=0.84; AVE=0.76)   
1. Using the (brand’s) rewards program website is consistent with how I see myself Wco 0.93 
2. People similar to me use the (brand’s) rewards program website Wsi 0.73 
3. Using the (brand’s) rewards program website reflects who I am Wre 0.94 
 
Self image congruence with social media (SIS; CR=0.88; AVE=0.77) 
  
1. Using social media is consistent with how I see myself Sco 0.96 
2. People similar to me use social media Ssi 0.73 
3. Using social media reflects who I am Sre 0.93 
 
Self image congruence with program employees (SIE; CR=0.88; AVE=0.83) 
  
1. Interacting with (brand’s) rewards program employees is consistent with how I see myself Eco 0.94 
2. People similar to me interact with (brand’s) rewards program employees Esi 0.87 
3. Interacting with (brand’s) rewards program employees reflects who I am Ere 0.92 
 
Self image congruence with personal contacts (SIP; CR=0.89; AVE=0.82) 
  
1. Using personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues is consistent with how I see 
myself 
Pco 0.93 
2. People similar to me use personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues Psi 0.88 
3. Using personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues reflects who I am Pre 0.90 
 
TRUST (TR; CR=0.94; AVE=0.98 ) 
  
1. (brand’s) rewards program usually fulfills the commitments it makes Tru1 0.99 
2. (brand’s) rewards program is clear regarding the services and benefits that it offers Tru2 0.99 
3. (brand’s) rewards program keeps its promises Tru3 0.99 
4. (brand’s) rewards program does not make false statements Tru4 0.99 
5. (brand’s) rewards program has sufficient experience in providing the member services it 
offers 
Tru5 0.99 
6. (brand’s) rewards program is able to carry out its purposes Tru6 0.99 
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Model Fit:  c2 (575)=10828.15, p=.001; CFI=0.86; TLI=0.85; RMSEA=0.07 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
SERVICE QUALITY (SQ; CR=0.93; AVE=0.97)   
1. (brand’s) rewards program representatives are readily available to answer my questions Sq1 0.98 
2. (brand’s) rewards program representatives are competent Sq2 0.99 
3. (brand’s) rewards program is easy to use Sq3 0.99 
4. (brand’s) rewards program representatives are attentive to my needs Sq4 0.99 
5. It is easy to contact the appropriate (brand’s) rewards program representative Sq5 0.98 
6. My overall opinion of the services provided by (brand’s) rewards program is very good Sq6 0.98 
 
SATISFACTION (SAT; CR=0.95; AVE=0.98) 
  
1. (brand’s) rewards program is one of the best hotel loyalty programs I could have joined Sat1 0.99 
2. (brand’s) rewards program is exactly what I need Sat2 0.99 
3. I am satisfied with (brand’s) rewards program Sat3 0.99 
4. My choice to join (brand’s) rewards program was a wise one Sat4 0.99 
5. I have truly enjoyed (brand’s) rewards program Sat5 0.99 
6. Being a member of (brand’s) rewards program has been a good experience Sat6 0.99 
 
LOYALTY (LOY; CR=0.94; AVE=0.97) 
  
1. I say positive things about (brand’s) rewards program to other people Loy1 0.99 
2. I consider (brand’s) rewards program to be my first choice Loy2 0.99 
3. I am highly committed to my relationship with (brand’s) rewards program Loy3 0.98 
4. I have a strong preference for (brand’s) rewards program Loy4 0.99 
5. I would recommend (brand’s) rewards program to others Loy5 0.99 
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APPENDIX V 
 
REVISED FINAL MODEL CFA STATISTICS 
 
 Parameter 
estimates 
(li) 
INFORMATION QUALITY (IQ; CR=0.96; AVE=0.52)   
Information quality of program employees (IQE; CR=0.98; AVE=0.91)   
1. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is trustworthy Etr 0.96 
2. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is clear Ecl 0.96 
3. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is useful Eus 0.97 
4. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is timely Eti 0.94 
5. Information provided by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is thorough Eth 0.95 
 
Information quality of program website (IQW; CR=0.97; AVE=0.88) 
  
1. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is trustworthy Wtr 0.93 
2. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is clear Wcl 0.96 
3. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is useful Wus 0.94 
4. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is timely Wti 0.90 
5. Information provided by (brand’s) loyalty program website is thorough Wth 0.95 
 
Information quality of social media (IQS; CR=0.98; AVE=0.92) 
  
1. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is 
trustworthy 
Str 0.96 
2. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is clear Scl 0.97 
3. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is useful Sus 0.97 
4. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is timely Sti 0.94 
5. Information provided by social media about (brand’s) loyalty program is 
thorough 
Sth 0.96 
   
Information quality of personal contacts (IQP; CR=0.97; AVE=0.89)   
1. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is 
trustworthy       
Ptr 0.94 
2. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is 
clear 
Pcl 0.96 
3. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is 
useful 
Pus 0.96 
4. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is 
timely 
Pti 0.91 
5. Information provided by my personal contacts about (brand’s) loyalty program is 
thorough 
Pth 0.94 
 
COMMUNICATION STYLE (CS; CR=0.95; AVE=0.53) 
  
Communication style of program employees (CSE; CR=0.96; AVE=0.84)   
1. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is customized Cus 0.84 
2. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is professional Pro 0.95 
3. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is interactive Int 0.89 
4. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is friendly Fri 0.95 
5. Communication by employees of (brand’s) loyalty program is attentive Att 0.95 
 
Communication style of program website (CSW; CR=0.95; AVE=0.78) 
  
1. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is customized  Wcu 0.88 
2. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is professional Wpr 0.84 
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3. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is interactive Win 0.87 
4. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is friendly Wfr 0.90 
5. The website of (brand’s) loyalty program is attentive Wat 0.92 
 
 
 
Communication style of social media (CSS; CR=0.94; AVE=0.75) 
 
 
1. Social media is customized Smc 0.87 
2. Social media is professional Smp 0.85 
3. Social media is interactive Smi 0.82 
4. Social media is friendly Smf 0.91 
5. Social media is attentive Sma 0.89 
 
Communication style of personal contacts (CSP; CR=0.97; AVE=0.86) 
  
   1. My personal contacts customize communication Pcc 0.90 
2. My personal contacts are professional in communication Pcp 0.93 
3. Communication with my personal contacts is interactive Pci 0.90 
4. My personal contacts communicate in a friendly manner Pcf 0.95 
5. My personal contacts are attentive in communication Pca 0.95 
 
SELF IMAGE CONGRUENCE (SI; CR=0.91; AVE=0.59) 
  
Self image congruence with program website (SIW; CR=0.84; AVE=0.68)   
1. Using the (brand’s) rewards program website is consistent with how I see myself Wco 0.90 
2. People similar to me use the (brand’s) rewards program website Wsi 0.64 
3. Using the (brand’s) rewards program website reflects who I am Wre 0.91 
 
Self image congruence with social media (SIS; CR=0.88; AVE=0.74) 
  
1. Using social media is consistent with how I see myself Sco 0.95 
2. People similar to me use social media Ssi 0.68 
3. Using social media reflects who I am Sre 0.92 
 
Self image congruence with program employees (SIE; CR=0.88; AVE=0.72) 
  
1. Interacting with (brand’s) rewards program employees is consistent with how I 
see myself 
Eco 0.90 
2. People similar to me interact with (brand’s) rewards program employees Esi 0.79 
3. Interacting with (brand’s) rewards program employees reflects who I am Ere 0.86 
 
Self image congruence with personal contacts (SIP; CR=0.89; AVE=0.76) 
  
1. Using personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues is consistent with 
how I see myself 
Pco 0.91 
2. People similar to me use personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues Psi 0.83 
3. Using personal connections such as family/friends/colleagues reflects who I am Pre 0.87 
 
SATISFACTION (SAT; CR=0.95; AVE=0.79) 
  
1. (brand’s) rewards program is one of the best hotel loyalty programs I could have 
joined 
Sat1 0.86 
2. (brand’s) rewards program is exactly what I need Sat2 0.86 
3. I am satisfied with (brand’s) rewards program Sat3 0.88 
4. My choice to join (brand’s) rewards program was a wise one Sat4 0.86 
5. I have truly enjoyed (brand’s) rewards program Sat5 0.93 
6. Being a member of (brand’s) rewards program has been a good experience Sat6 0.93 
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LOYALTY (LOY; CR=0.94; AVE=0.79) 
1. I say positive things about (brand’s) rewards program to other people Loy1 0.89 
2. I consider (brand’s) rewards program to be my first choice Loy2 0.90 
3. I am highly committed to my relationship with (brand’s) rewards program Loy3 0.83 
4. I have a strong preference for (brand’s) rewards program Loy4 0.91 
5. I would recommend (brand’s) rewards program to others Loy5 0.91 
Model Fit:  c2 (575)=6268.73, p=.001; CFI=0.91; TLI=0.90; RMSEA=0.064 
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APPENDIX VI 
 
CROSS FACTOR LOADINGS FOR FINAL REVISED MODEL 
 CS SI IQ SAT IQW IQP IQS IQE LOY SIP SIE SIS SIW CSP CSS CSW CSE 
CS 1.00                 
SI 0.65 1.00                
IQ 0.36 0.55 1.00               
SAT 0.34 0.53 0.74 1.00              
IQW 0.29 0.44 0.79 0.59 1.00             
IQP 0.25 0.39 0.70 0.52 0.56 1.00            
IQS 0.18 0.28 0.50 0.37 0.40 0.36 1.00           
IQE 0.30 0.66 0.84 0.62 0.66 0.59 0.42 1.00          
LOY 0.32 0.48 0.68 090 0.54 0.48 0.34 0.57 1.00         
SIP 0.43 0.66 0.36 0.35 0.29 0.26 0.18 0.31 0.32 1.00        
SIE 0.62 0.95 0.53 0.50 0.42 0.37 0.27 0.44 0.46 0.63 1.00       
SIS 0.33 0.51 0.28 0.27 0.22 0.20 0.14 0.24 0.25 0.34 0.49 1.00      
SIW 0.57 0.88 0.49 0.46 0.38 0.34 0.24 0.41 0.42 0.78 0.84 0.45 1.00     
CSP 0.76 0.50 0.27 0.26 0.22 0.19 0.14 0.23 0.24 0.33 0.47 0.25 0.43 1.00    
CSS 0.50 0.33 0.18 0.17 0.14 0.13 0.09 0.15 0.16 0.22 0.31 0.17 0.29 0.38 1.00   
CSW 0.74 0.48 0.27 0.26 0.21 0.19 0.14 0.23 0.23 0.32 0.46 0.25 0.43 0.56 0.37 1.00  
CSE 0.85 0.55 0.31 0.29 0.24 0.22 0.16 0.26 0.27 0.36 0.53 0.28 0.49 0.65 0.43 0.63 1.00 
q11_3 0.28 0.43 0.61 0.82 0.48 0.43 0.31 0.51 0.90 0.28 0.41 0.22 0.38 0.21 0.14 0.21 0.24 
q10_1 0.29 0.45 0.64 0.86 0.50 0.45 0.32 0.53 0.79 0.30 0.43 0.23 0.40 0.22 0.15 0.22 0.25 
q10_2 0.30 0.46 0.64 0.86 0.51 0.45 0.32 0.54 0.79 0.30 0.43 0.23 0.40 0.23 0.15 0.22 0.25 
q5_40 0.24 0.37 0.66 0.49 0.52 0.94 0.34 0.56 0.45 0.24 0.35 0.19 0.32 0.18 0.12 0.17 0.20 
q5_36 0.23 0.36 0.64 0.48 0.51 0.91 0.33 0.54 0.44 0.23 0.34 0.18 0.31 0.17 0.12 0.17 0.20 
q5_30 0.17 0.27 0.48 0.36 0.38 0.34 0.95 0.41 0.33 0.18 0.25 0.14 0.23 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.15 
q5_26 0.17 0.26 0.47 0.35 0.37 0.33 0.94 0.40 0.32 0.17 0.25 0.13 0.23 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.15 
q5_20 0.27 0.42 0.75 0.56 0.95 0.53 0.38 0.63 0.51 0.27 0.40 0.21 0.36 0.21 0.14 0.20 0.23 
q5_16 0.26 0.39 0.71 0.53 0.90 0.50 0.36 0.60 0.49 0.26 0.38 0.20 0.35 0.20 0.13 0.91 0.22 
q5_3 0.29 0.45 0.81 0.60 0.64 0.57 0.41 0.96 0.52 0.29 0.43 0.23 0.39 0.33 0.15 0.22 0.25 
q5_1 0.29 0.44 0.80 0.60 0.63 0.57 0.41 0.96 0.55 0.29 0.42 0.23 0.39 0.22 0.15 0.22 0.25 
Q5_31 0.24 0.37 0.66 0.49 0.52 0.94 0.34 0.56 0.45 0.24 0.35 0.19 0.32 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.20 
Q5_25 0.18 0.27 0.49 0.36 0.38 0.34 0.97 0.41 0.33 0.18 0.26 0.14 0.24 0.13 0.90 0.13 0.15 
Q5_15 0.27 0.41 0.74 0.55 0.94 0.52 0.38 0.63 0.51 0.27 0.39 0.21 0.36 0.20 0.13 0.20 0.23 
Q5_13 0.27 0.42 0.76 0.56 0.96 0.53 0.38 0.64 0.52 0.28 0.40 0.21 0.37 0.21 0.14 0.20 0.23 
Q5_11 0.27 0.41 0.74 0.55 0.93 0.52 0.37 0.62 0.50 0.27 0.39 0.21 0.36 0.20 0.13 0.20 0.23 
Q5_35 0.24 0.37 0.68 0.50 0.53 0.96 0.34 0.57 0.46 0.25 0.36 0.19 0.33 0.19 0.12 0.18 0.21 
Q5_33 0.24 0.37 0.67 0.50 0.53 0.96 0.34 0.57 0.46 0.25 0.36 0.19 0.33 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.21 
Q5_21 0.18 0.27 0.49 0.36 0.38 0.34 0.96 0.41 0.33 0.18 0.26 0.14 0.24 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.15 
Q5_23 0.18 0.27 0.49 0.36 0.39 0.35 0.97 0.41 0.33 0.18 0.26 0.14 0.24 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.15 
Q5_10 0.29 0.44 0.80 0.59 0.63 0.56 0.40 0.95 0.55 0.29 0.42 0.23 0.39 0.22 0.15 0.21 0.25 
Q5_6 0.29 0.44 0.79 0.59 0.62 0.56 0.40 0.94 0.54 0.29 0.42 0.22 0.38 0.22 0.14 0.21 0.24 
Q5_5 0.29 0.45 0.81 0.60 0.64 0.57 0.41 0.97 0.33 0.30 0.43 0.23 0.40 0.22 0.15 0.22 0.25 
Q11_8 0.29 0.44 0.62 0.84 0.49 0.44 0.31 0.52 0.91 0.29 0.42 0.22 0.39 0.22 0.14 0.21 0.24 
Q11_7 0.29 0.44 0.62 0,84 0.49 0.44 0.31 0.52 0.91 0.29 0.42 0.22 0.39 0.22 0.14 0.21 0.24 
Q11_4 0.26 0.40 0.56 0.76 0.44 0.40 0.28 0.47 0.83 0.26 0.38 0.20 0.35 0.20 0.13 0.19 0.22 
Q11_2 0.28 0.43 0.61 0.82 0.48 0.43 0.31 0.51 0.89 0.28 0.41 0.22 0.38 0.21 0.14 0.21 0.24 
Q10_11 0.32 0.49 069 0.93 0.55 0.49 035 0.58 0.86 0.32 0.47 0.25 0.43 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.27 
Q10_8 0.32 0.49 0.69 0.93 0.54 0.49 0.35 0.58 0.85 0.32 0.47 0.25 0.43 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.27 
Q10_6 0.29 0.45 0.64 0.86 0.50 0.45 0.32 0.54 0.79 0.30 0.43 0.23 0.40 0.22 0.15 0.22 0.25 
Q10_4 0.30 0.46 0.65 0.88 0.51 0.46 0.33 0.55 0.81 0.30 0.44 0.24 0.41 0.23 0.15 0.22 0.26 
Q7_12 0.37 0.57 0.31 0.30 0.25 0.22 0.16 0.26 0.28 0.87 0.54 0.29 0.50 0.28 0.19 0.28 0.32 
Q7_11 0.36 0.55 0.30 0.29 0.24 0.21 0.15 0.25 0.26 0.83 0.52 0.28 0.48 0.27 0.18 0.26 0.30 
Q7_10 0.39 0.60 0.33 0.31 0.26 0.23 0.17 0.28 0.30 0.91 0.57 0.30 0.52 0.30 0.20 0.29 0.33 
Q7_9 0.54 0.82 0.45 0.43 0.36 0.32 0.23 0.38 0.40 0.54 0.86 0.42 0.72 0.41 0.27 0.40 0.46 
Q7_8 0.49 0.75 0.41 0.39 0.33 0.29 0.21 0.35 0.36 0.49 0.79 0.38 0.66 0.37 0.25 0.36 0.42 
Q7_7 0.56 0.86 0.47 0.45 0.37 0.33 0.24 0.40 0.41 0.56 0.90 0.44 0.75 0.42 0.28 0.42 0.48 
Q7_6 0.31 0.47 0.26 0.25 0.20 0.18 0.13 0.22 0.23 0.31 0.45 0.92 0.41 0.23 0.15 0.23 0.26 
Q7_5 0.23 0.35 0.19 0.18 0.15 0.14 0.10 0.16 0.17 0.23 0.33 0.68 0.31 0.17 0.11 0.17 0.19 
Q7_4 0.32 0.48 0.27 0.26 0.21 0.19 0.14 0.23 0.23 0.32 0.46 0.95 0.42 0.24 0.16 0.23 0.27 
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Note. Numbers in bold represented items with higher factor loadings on corresponding factors.   Acronyms: IQ = 
information quality; CS = communication style; SI = self-image congruence; TR = trust; SQ = service quality; SAT 
= satisfaction; LOY = loyalty 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Q6_43 0.72 0.47 0.26 0.25 0.21 0.18 0.13 0.22 0.23 0.31 0.45 0.24 0.41 0.95 0.36 0.54 0.61 
Q6_36 0.68 0.44 0.25 0.23 0.19 0.17 0.12 0.21 0.22 0.29 0.42 0.23 0.40 0.89 0.34 0.51 0.58 
Q6_32 0.45 0.29 0.16 0.15 0.13 0.11 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.19 0.28 0.15 0.26 0.34 0.89 0.33 0.38 
Q6_31 0.46 0.30 0.17 0.16 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.20 0.28 0.15 0.26 0.35 0.91 0.34 0.39 
Q6_21 0.69 0.45 0.25 0.24 0.20 0.17 0.13 0.21 0.22 0.29 0.43 0.23 0.39. 0.52 0.34 0.92 0.58 
Q6_20 0.67 0.44 0.24 0.23 0.19 0.17 0.12 0.20 0.21 0.29 0.42 0.22 0.38 0.51 0.34 0.90 0.57 
Q6_16 0.64 0.42 0.23 0.22 0.18 0.16 0.12 0.20 0.20 0.28 0.40 0.21 0.37 0.49 0.32 0.87 0.55 
Q6_4 0.80 0.53 0.29 0.28 0.23 0.20 0.15 0.24 0.25 0.35 0.50 0.27 0.46 0.61 0.40 0.60 0.95 
Q6_3 0.72 0.47 0.26 0.25 0.20 0.18 0.13 0.22 0.23 0.31 0.45 0.24 0.41 0.54 0.36 0.53 0.84 
Q7_3 0.52 0.80 0.44 0.42 0.35 0.31 0.22 0.37 0.38 0.42 0.76 0.41 0.91 0.39 0.26 0.39 0.44 
Q7_2 0.37 0.56 0.31 0.30 0.25 0.22 0.16 0.26 0.27 0.37 0.53 0.29 0.64 0.28 0.18 0.27 0.31 
Q7_1 0.52 0.79 0.44 0.42 0.35 0.31 0.22 0.37 0.38 0.52 0.75 0.40 0.90 0.39 0.26 0.38 0.44 
Q6_37 0.70 0.46 0.25 0.24 0.20 0.18 0.13 0.21 0.22 0.30 0.44 0.23 0.40 0.93 0.35 0.52 0.60 
Q6_38 0.68. 0.45 0.25 0.24 0.19 0.17 0.12 0.21 0.22 0.29 0.43 0.23 0.39 0.90 0.34 0.51 0.58 
Q6_42 0.72 0.47 0.26 0.25 0.21 0.18 0.13 0.22 0.23 0.31 0.45 0.24 0.41 0.95 0.36 0.54 0.62 
Q6_25 0.43 028 0.16 0.15 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.13 0.14 0.19 0.27 0.14 0.25 0.33 0.87 0.32 0.37 
Q6_26 0.42 0.28 0.15 0.15 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.18 0.26 0.14 0.24 0.32 0.85 0.31 0.36 
Q6_27 0.41 0.27 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.18 0.26 0.14 0.24 0.31 0.82 0.31 0.35 
Q6_14 0.65 0.43 0.24 0.22 0.19 0.17 0.12 0.20 0.21 0.28 0.41 0.22 0.37 0.50 0.33 0.88 0.56 
Q6_15 0.63 0.41 0.23 0.22 0.18 0.16 0.11 0.19 0.20 0.27 0.40 0.21 0.36 0.48 0.31 0.84 0.53 
Q6_5 0.76 0.49 0.27 0.26 0.22 0.19 0.14 0.23 0.24 0.33 0.47 0.25 0.43 0.58 0.38 0.56 0.89 
Q6_9 0.81 0.53 0.29 0.28 0.23 0.21 0.15 0.25 0.26 0.35 0.50 0.27 0.46 0.61 0.40 0.60 0.95 
Q6_10 0.81 0.53 0.29 0.28 0.23 0.21 0.15 0.25 0.26 0.35 0.50 0.27 046 0.62 0.41 0.60 0.95 
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